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CURRENT TOPICS. 


None or the Cause Lists for the Easter Sittings have reached 
‘us, except the list of non-jury actions in the King’s Bench 
Division. It appears from the summary appended thereto 
that the total of the actions entered for trial in that Division 
is 740. At the commencement of the Hilary Sittings there 
were 656 and a year ago 570. 


On THE occasion of the celebration of the jubilee of Owens 
College, Manchester, Sir Arsert Rouurt, LL.D., D.C.L., vice- 
| president, represented the Incorporated Law Society, and 
received the LL.D. degree honoris causéd of the Victoria 
University. In presenting Sir Atszrt Rout to the Chancellor, 
Earl Srzncer, the Principal of Owens College, said: “ The 
Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom has sent as 
its representative one whose energy has been displayed in many 
fields. Sir Atsert Roxtrr has shewn equal ability both in the 
Legislature and in the councils of his own profession, and both 
as President of the Association of Chambers of Commerce of 
the United Kingdom and as a member of the Senate of the 
University of London.” Mr. Doyrz, president of the 
Manchester Law Association, entertained Sir Ausert Roxurr at 
luncheon during his stay in Manchester, and invited the ex- 
presidents of the association to meet him. 





Tue “war of rates” which is now proceeding between the 
English and American tobacco companies, directs our attention 
to the American syndicates or associations called ‘‘ trusts.” 
These trusts have of late become very numerous in the United 
States. Their object is to keep the business in a particular 
‘commodity entirely under their own control. Those who speak 
in favour of them say that they are a benefit to the community, 
| for they are able, by consolidating a number of small under- 
ings, to effect a great saving of labour and expense, and are, 
ition to sell the in which they deal at 
a lower price. It is said, on the hand, that their ultimate 
object is to secure a monopoly, and that wher they succeed 
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they impose what prices they please on the public. The 
common law of England on the subject of such enterprises is 
contained in 1 Hawkins’ Pleas of the Crown, c. 80,s.3: ‘‘ The 
bare engrossing of a whole commodity with an intent to sell it at 
an unreasonable price is an offence indictable at the common law, 
whether any part thereof be sold by the engrosser or not.” 
This remained the law until the Actof 7 & 8 Vict. c. 24, 
s 1, by which the offence of engrossing, which had previously 
been dealt with by what were called the “forestalling and 
regrating” statutes, was practically abolished. Ourlaw seems 
therefore, to offer no obstacle to the working of “ trusts ” in 
England, while in the United States it has been laid down that 
the old common law prevails. It has, indeed, been recently 
decided by the American courts that, so far as the object of such 
a combination is shewn to be the control of prices and the 
revention of competition in the necessaries or conveniences of 
ife, it is a criminal act, upon the principles which rendered 
engrossing and forestalling punishable. This law does not 
appear to have interfered with the progress of ‘‘ trusts” in 
America, and it may be thought that in England, where the 
law is altogether silent, they have a fair field for their operations. 
But the promoters of English “trusts” will, we think, find 
their chief difficulty in overcoming the competition which always 
exists in an old and crowded country. 


In THE casE of Re Scott (Zimes, 26th ult.) Bucxiey, J., has 
given a decisivn of considerable importance on section 43 of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1882. That section, by sub-section 1, enables 
trustees who hold property in trust for an infant “ either for 
life, or for any greater interest, and whether absolutely, or 
contingently on his attaining the age of twenty-one years, or on 
the occurrence of any event before his attaining that age,” to 
apply the income or any part thereof for his maintenance; and 
sub-section 2 directs that the trustees shall accumulate the 
residue “‘ and shall hold those accumulations for the benefit of the 
person who ultimately becomes entitled to the property from 
which the same arise.” By sub-section 3 the section applies 
only if and as far as a contrary intention is not 
expressed in the instrument under which the infant’s interest 
arises. Sub-section 2 only requires slight examination 
for the difficulties which it occasions to become apparent. 
Who is the person ultimately entitled to the property from 
which the accumulations arise? If the infant is absolutely 
entitled to the entire interest in the property, of course the 
accumulations go to him; if, on the other hand, his interest is 
contingent, and the contingency which will vest it does not 
happen, the accumulations follow the property into the hands of 
the person who then takes it. The infant has had the benefit 
of so much of the income as has been spent upon him, but he 
has no further claim to participate in the property. So far, as 
Fry, J., observed in Re Buckley’s Trusts (31 W. R. 376, 22 
Ch. D. 583), in dealing with the corresponding section of Lord 
Oranwortn’s Act (23 & 24 Vict. c. 145, 8. 26), the statute does 
no more than point out the persons who would naturally 
take the accumulations in the absence of any statutory 
provision. Take the case, however, where an infant has a 
vested interest liable to be divested on his death under twenty- 
one, or the case of an infant tenant for life where the property is 
settled. If sub-section 2 is construed strictly, it looks as though in 
the former case, should the infant die under twenty-one, the 
accumulations would go to the person next entitled to the 
property ; and as though, in the latter case, they would become 
art of the corpus of the settled property, so that the tenant for 
e, instead of taking, on attaining majority, the balance of the 
income due to him, would receive only the interest on the 
capitalized amount. 


Various Means have been employed in successive cases for 
avoiding a result which is obviously unjust. In Re Buckley’s 
Trusts (supra) Fry, J., treated section 26 of Lord Cranworrtn’s 
Act as applying only to the case of an absolute or contingent 
legacy, where the statute would not alter the proper destination 
of the accumulations of income. In the case of a vested | 
which was liable to be, and was in fact, divested by death under 


y | illegal. ’ The paper is no 


out of the infant’s estate a balance of income to which his title 
was absolute. In Re Wells (38 W. R. 327, 43 Ch. D. 281) the 
second of the two cases suggested above occurred. The property 
was settled and the tenant for life was an infant, her interest being 
contingent on her attaining twenty-one or marrying. She 
attained twenty-one, and it was contended that the accumulations 
of income must go into the settlement, but Norra, J., held that 
section 48 (2) was not intended to alter in this way the destina- 
tion of the income. He suggested that the word ‘‘ property ” in 
the sub-section did not necessarily mean capital, and that the 
tenant for life, since in the event she was entitled to the income, 
might be treated as the person ultimately entitled to the 
property from which the accumulations had arisen. In Re 
Humphreys (41.W. R. 519; 1893, 3 Ch. 1) the Court of Appeal, 
without deciding on the correctness of this construction, found 
another way of getting over the sub-section. There the life estate 
of the infant was vested and the income was expressly given 
to her. This was regarded as an expression of a “contrary 
intention” within the meaning of sub-section 3. ‘The decision 
is not altogether satisfactory, and it did not deal with the real 
— of construction arising on sub-section 2. This has now 

een done by Buoxtey, J., in Re Scott (supra) upon the lines 
suggested by Norra, J., in Re Wells. In the present case 
property was given to daughters of the testator contingently 
on their attaining twenty-one or marrying, and their shares 
were settled upon trust for the daughters for life and then 
for their children. There were two daughters, and on their 
attaining twenty-one there were considerable accumulations 
of income. Were these to go to the daughters as tenants for 
life, or to go into the settlements? Upon a careful examination 
of sub-section 2, Bucxrzy, J., held that ‘‘ property” was not 
restricted to corpus, but might include income also, and that the 
annual income formed the property from which the accumula- 
tions arose. Hence, when the daughters, on attaining twenty- 
one, became entitled to the income, they were the persons 
ultimately entitled, within the meaning of the sub-section, to 
the property from which the accumulations arose, and therefore 
were entitled to the accumulations. This construction places a 
satisfactory interpretation on the difficult language of the sub- 
section, and it may be hoped will be accepted as correct. 





Waere TuE law is unable to protect individuals in the enjoy- 
ment of their rights, those individuals are apt to take measures 
for their own protection outside the law, and in so doing the 
law is likely to be broken. This has been illustrated lately by 
a case of assault which was heard in the North London police- 
court. There has been lately, as we remarked last week, an 
extraordinary amount of infringement of the copyright of music. 
Obscure printers have been copying the words and music of 
popular songs, and selling them by means of hawkers in 
the streets in enormous numbers for a few pence. The 
names of these printers do not appear on the songs, and it 
is either impossible to find them, or else, when found, they are 
discovered to be men of straw. Actions for damages and injunc- 
tions are, therefore, useless weapons; and the owners of the 
copyright of these songs find themselves without help from the 
law to gain redress for what is morally larceny. In this 
predicament the publishers have organized a band of 
men who have been seizing and destroying the pirated 
sheets without any legal sanction. Such a course was 
bound to lead to a breach of the peace, and it was one 
of these seizures that led to the trivial case of assault 
referred to, the prosecutor being one of the hawkers. In defence 
it was urged upon the magistrate that copyright is as much the 
subject of property as a chattel, and that it might be seized if 
found in the possession of a person who had no right to such 

ssion. it was not seriously contended that violence is 
justifiable in the process of so seizing, and the magistrate was 
merely asked to overlook a slight assault committed under such 
circumstances. The magistrate very properly refused to take 
this course, and held that the assault could not be justified. 
The seizure itself, even without violence, is probably 
oubt the ys ee of the 





twenty-one, he declined to allow the Act to operate so as to take 


person in on of it, and the right infringed is an 
| intangible ing. It appears, therefore, that the unfortunate 
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publishers who own the copyright in these are really 
without any legal redress for a very serious wrong which is said 
to be robbing them of thousands of pounds. t is the use 
of an injunction against a street hawker? He merely hands 
over his stock to another of his kind, who sells it for their 
mutual profit ; or else he migrates to a different of London, 
and there continues his dishonest trade. It is simply throwing 
away money to get injunctions against such persons. This is a 
very discreditable state of things, and one which, as we have 
before remarked, demands the immediate attention of Parlia- 
ment. It is quite intolerable that persons should be thus 
robbed of valuable property without redress. The remedy is 
to be found in the passing of Lord Monxswextt’s Bill, which we 
noticed last week ; and it may be added that such a change in 
the law would not be without precedent. By the Copyright 
(Works of Art) Act, 1862, any one who sells, or offers for sale, 
or imports, or publishes any copy of a copyright picture is liable 
to a penalty of £10, recoverable summarily. Under this Act it 
has been held that a photograph of a picture is a copy. 





IRELAND is often associated with oddities, and we have much 
doubt whether the Irish case of Powell vy. McGlynn and Bradshaw 
(1902, 2 Ir. R. 154) would have been treated seriousiy if it had 
arisen in an English court. The defendant moved for an order 
that the verdict and judgment for the plaintiff for £250 damages 
upon the hearing before Ginson, J., might be set aside and 
judgment entered for the defendant, on the ground of non- 
direction and misdirection on the part of the learned judge, in 
not having directed a verdict for the defendant, and on the 
ground that there was no evidence to support the finding of the 
jury on one of the questions left to them. The action was for 
damages for injury to the plaintiff by the negligence of the 
defendants and their servants in driving a pony and trap in a 
street in Dublin, At the trial the plaintiff proved that he was 
struck and knocked down in the middle of a crossing in 
Clambrassil-street. A  police-constable proved that the 
defendant MoGrywn came into the hospital where the plaintiff 
was lying. The constable asked him whether he was the owner 
of the pony and trap. He said that he was not, but that he was 
driving it at the time when the accident occurred. The daughter 
of the plaintiff was then called. She said that the defendant 
BrapsHaw, in speaking of the accident, said that he was very 
sorry that it was his pony and trap, and that if she liked to take 
her father home he would pay all expenses. Upon cross- 
examination she said : ‘“‘ When he asked how it happened, I said, 
‘I believe you lent your pony and trap?’ He replied, 
‘Humph.’” This was was the only evidence to connect the 
defendant Brapsnaw with the accident. The question put to 
the jury was, “ Was McGynw acting as servant of BrapsHaw 
within the scope of his authority?” The jury replied Yes. 
The King’s Bench Division were equally divided ; two of the 
judges thinking that, having regard to the fact that the 
defendants were not tendered as witnesses, and to the defendant 
Brapvsuaw’s conduct and offer to pay expenses, there was 
evidence to support the finding. The Court of Appeal, however, 
declined to take this view, and declined (as the two judges in 
the court below had done) to attach any importance to the 
expression ‘‘ Humph,” saying that the expression had not yet 
gained such an established meaning in the English language as 
to enable the court to rest a judicial decision upon it. The 
English courts had occasion to consider many years ago, in an 
action against a railway company, whether calling out “ High- 
bury” amounted to an invitation to passengers who wished to 
descend at Highbury to alight from their carriages. But the 
word ‘‘ Humph ”’ has never, so far as we know, been considered 
by an English tribunal. 





Tux umrration of the powers of local authorities with regard 
to Parliamentary opposition is well illustrated by the case of 
Attorney-General ¥. Rickmansworth Urban District Council, decided 
by Kexewiog, J., at the end of last sittings. The action was 
for an injunction to restrain the district council from applying 
the produce of their rates in defraying the expenses PP their 


opposition to a local gas company’s Bill without having complied 
With the provisioas of the Borough Funds Act, 1872. at 





Act prohibits certain governing bodies (including those now 
known as district councils) from charging their public funds and 
rates with the costs of promoting or opposing Bills in Parlia- 
ment unless certain votes and consents have been obtained and 
certain advertisements published as in the Act provided, The 
Act, however, contains a clause saving any rights or powers thén 
possessed or enjoyed by a governing body. That such rights 
or powers may exist at common law is clear from such cases as 
Attorney-General v. Mayor of Brecon (10 Ch, D. 204). In that 
case Sir Gzoncz Jesset considered very fully the inherent powers 
of a municipal corporation to enter upon Parliamentary opposi- 
tion, and laid it down that such a ion has a right to 
apply its funds in opposing a Bill which proposes to interfere 
with its rights, duties, or property, and that that right is not 
taken away by the Borough Funds Act, 1872. The Sil which 
the Rickmansworth Council desired to oppose (and had petitioned 
against) in the present case provided for the enlargement of the 
area of supply of a gas company in a manner which 
the council ae to the ye of the 
gas consumers o existing area, which mainly 
consisted of the urban district It seems clear that 
this was insufficient to bring the case within the principle 
laid down by Sir Gzorcz Jzssex. Neither the existence nor 
the Property of the defendant council were threatened ; nor 
could it be successfully contended that the council, a body created 
by statute for the purpose of carrying out certain sanitary laws, 
was entitled to act as the eee for all purposes of the 
interests of its district. The case was more nearly withia 
the decision of Norru, J., in Attorney-General v. Mayor 
of Swansea (1898, 1 Oh. 602) than that of Jesszx, M.R., 
in the Brecon case. A novel argument was advanced 
on behalf of the defendants; the Local Authorities 
(Expenses) Act, 1887, enables the Local Government Board, 
by giving their sanction to expenses paid by a local authority, to 
take those expenses out of the purview of the district auditor, 
who might otherwise disallow them. The suggestion was that 
by granting an injunction the court would be interfering with 
the discretion of the department under this Act. The effect of 
this argument would be to prevent the court from interfering 
to prevent the commission of an illegal act, because if com- 
mitted it might hereafter be sanctioned by a competent aay 
Such a view a wholly untenable, and Kexewion, J., 
found little difficulty in disposing of this contention and granting 
the injunction. 





Tue casz of Mayor of Devonport v. Toxr is of considerable 
importance. The question arose upon a certain set of bye-laws, 
but, as they were in the form adopted in practically every urban 
district in the country, the decision of Joycz, J., must be 
regarded as of general application. The question, stated 
shortly, was: Is a man who is building houses upon his 
own land where it abuts upon an ancient highway “laying 
out, or intending to lay out, a new street”? The answer 
of the “man in the street” (whether new or old) would 
undoubtedly be in the negative, and the answer of the learned 
judge is the same. But the question, nevertheless, is one 
which has exercised the minds of experts in local government ~ 
law in no small degree. The importance of the point, both to 
the local authority and to the builder, will be appreciated when 
it is pointed out that the form of bye-law requires the person 
who is laying out a new street to provide that it shall be not 
less than a prescribed number of feet in width; so that if it 
applies to an old highway, the result is to compel the building 
owner to throw a strip of his land into the so as to secure 
the proper width. Joyoz, J., first of all, held that the word 
“street” in the bye-law is used in its popular acceptation, 
and denotes no more than the gc ge o this view he 
is supported by Lord Szisorve in inson v. Barton- 
Eccles Local Board (8 App. Cas. 798), where it was 
held that a bye-law, made under section 157 of the 
Public Health Act, 1875, as to the width of new streets, could 
only deal with the width of the roadway, and did not authorize 
the local authority to pull down houses erected at the side of a 
new street on the ground that the building line was too near the 


roadway. Then if the at building at th street” is taken in 
this sense, it follows that building at the side of it without 
* 
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making | alteration in the roadway is not laying out a new | 
street; and in so holding Joyce, J., found ample authority to 
support his decision. In Gozzett v. Maldon Urban Sanitary | 
Authority (1894, 1 Q. B. 327) it was held by Day and} 
Lawrance, JJ., that a person who built two houses on) 
ground of which he was lessee without widening an adjoining 
road over which he had a right of way could not be convicted of 
an offence under 2 bye-law similar to that in the Devonport case ; 
and St, George's Local Board vy. Ballard (1895, 1 Q. B. 702) isa 
decision of the Court of Appeal to the same effect. ‘The action 
in the Devonport case, yes nny failed on the merits, but Joyce, 
J., also made it clear that, even if this had not been so, it was 
not a case in which an action for an injunction would lie, other 
remedies being provided by the Public Health Act, 1875, to 


| Ch. 282). 





meet the case of a breach of bye-laws made thereunder. 





AN INTERESTING discussion of various points of company law . 
and practice is contained in the judgment of the Judicial 
Committee delivered by Lord Davey in Burland vy. Earle (50 
W. R. 241; 1902, A. C. 83). A company—the American Bank 
Note Co.—formed in Canada for the purpose of engraving and 
printing bank notes, debentures, and other documents, had 
carried on business very successfully for a number of years, and 
in addition to paying large dividends, had set aside part of its 
profits as a reserve fund. The fund was invested in various 
securities outside the company’s business, and many of these 
were held in the sole name of one of the directors, Burtanp. 
The same director had purchased at auction certain lithographic 
plant belonging to another company which was in liquidation, and 
had resold the plant to the American Bank Note Oo. at a profit. 
The plant was again resold at a still higher price to a third 
company formed for the purpose, and the price, which was paid in 
shares of the new company, was distributed as a bonus among 
the shareholders of the American Bank Note Co. These 
transactions furnished the ground for the claims that were made 
in Karle vy. Burland (on appeal Burland v. Earle). It was alleged 
that the accumulation of the reserve fund was witra vires, and 
that it ought to be distributed in dividends; that the invest- 
ments in the sole name of Burtanp in securities outside the 
company were illegal and ultra vires ; and that Burtanp ought 
to account to the company for the profit which he had made on 
the resale of the lithographic plant. Each of these claims, 
however, was held in the Privy Council to be ill-founded. 
There is no principle, said Lord Davey, which compels a joint 
stock company while a going concern to divide the whole of its 
profits among its shareholders. What shall be divided and what 
retained are entirely questions of internal management which the 
shareholders must decide for themselves. Nor is there any 
restriction on the mode in which the reserve fund must be 
invested. The company is not bound to use the fund inits own 
business. This, Lord Davey pointed out, would in many cases 
defeat the object of the reserve fund. Nor, on the other hand, 
18 it restricted to trust investments. The rule is that “the 
reserve fund may lawfully be invested on such securities as the 
directors may select subject to the control of a general meeting.” 
Nor was it ultra vires for the investments to be in the name of a 
sole director, however imprudent and undesirable such a course 
might be, though the director was clearly liable to account for 
all the moneys of the company come to his hands. And, lastly, 
it was not shewn that Burxanp, at the time he purchased the 
lithographic _— purchased on behalf of the company so as to 
be constituted a trustee for it. He was free to resell to the 
company or not, and he was not at the time of the original 
purchase in a fiduciary position. Hence, although the company 
might possibly have claimed rescission, had it done so soon 
enough, it could not affirm the purchase and claim the profit 
5g nc ant i eee br j ~~ of Lord Oatrns in Erlanger 

A ombrero Phosphate Co. (3 App. Cas., p. 1285), 2B 
Breton Co, (29 Ch. D. 795). sinasetiiiiaiitiiatale 








A meeting of the Society of Chairmen and Deputy-Chairmen of Quarter 
Sessions was held on the 25th ult. at the Gui dball, Wonka when 
ont ae eis gree og’ eo — = society adjourned until 

to) ril, a a.m. t is i 
’ ont in m., for the purpose of qdiscussing the 





| that it was taken out for the benefit of Miss Sryzzs. 


RESULTING TRUST OF A POLICY OF INSURANCE. 


An interesting instance of the application of the doctrine of 
resulting trusts occurred in the recent case of Re A Policy of ths 
Scottish Equitable Life Assurance Society (50 W. R. 327; 1902, 1 
In March, 1850, Witt1am Sanperson effected a 
policy on his own life for £400 with the society “for behoof of 
Miss Harriotr Sryxes,” and it was thereby certified that the 
said Harriorr Sryes should be entitled to receive the insurance 
moneys. Miss Sryixs died in 1870 and Mr, SanpzErson in 1900, 
The money due under the policy amounted £790, and doubts 
having arisen as to who was entitled, this sum was paid into 
court under the Life Assurance Companies (Payment into 
Court) Act, 1896. Mr. Sanperson had always retained the 
policy in his own possession, and had paid the premiums, and 
there was no evidence, apart from the language of the policy, 
Under 
these circumstances the money in court was claimed by the lezal 
personal representatives of Mr. SanpErson and of Miss Sryczs. 

It is a well-settled rule that, upon the purchase of property 
by A. in the name of B., where A. finds the purchase-money, 
B. is not allowed to take the beneficial interest unless an 
intention to that effect on the part of A. is either expressed or 
implied. ‘The clear result of all the cases,” said Eyrz, O.B., 
in Dyer v. Dyer (2 Cox, p. 93), in @ passage quoted by Joycz, 
J., in his judgment in the present case, ‘‘ without a single 
exception, is that the trust of a legal estate, whether freehold, 
copyhold, or leasehold, whether taken in the names of the 
purchasers and others jointly, or in the names of others with- 
out that of the purchaser, whether in one name or in several, 
whether jointly or successivé, results to the man who advances 
the purchase-money.” And the principle thus laid down applies 
as much to choses in action and other personal property as to land. 
In Lbrand y. Dancer (2 Oh. Cas. 26) a grandfather took bonds in 
the name of his infant grandchildren, the father being dead. It 
was pointed out that there was a difference in the case where the 
father was dead and where he was alive, for when the father was 
dead the grandchildren were in the immediate care of the grand- 
father, ‘‘ and if he takes bonds in their names or makes leases tu 
them, it shall not be adjudged trusts, but provision for the grand- 
child, unless it be otherwise declared at the same time.”’ From 
this reasoning it ie an obvious inference that, had the bonds been 
taken in the name of the children by a person who was not im 
loco parentis to them, so as to raise a presumption of advance- 
ment, then there would have been a resulting trust in favour of 
the person who provided the consideration. 

Similarly, in the case of Rider y. Kidder (10 Ves. 360), also 
referred to by Joyce, J., in his judgment, the doctrine of 
resulting trust was applied to a purchase of Government Stock. 
Joun River had in 1797 purchased £2,000 of Consolidated 3 per 
cent. Annuities and had had them transferred into the joint names 
of himself and Annz Kipper. Until 1803 the dividends were 
received by Riper’s agents under a power of attorney and were 
paid to Annz Kipper. Upon his death his administrator filed 
a bill to obtain a declaration that the transfer into the joint 
names had been made in trust for himself, and in defence Annz 
Kipper alleged that the purchase was intended to bea provisioa 
for her. For the plaintiff reliance was placed on Mortimer v. 
Davies, a then recent case at the Rolls, where a man purchased an 
annuity in the name of a woman with whom he cohabited. ‘It 
appeared,” said counsel, “ that the purchase-money was his and 
no consideration passed from her. She insisted that it was 
intended as a provision for her, but was held to be a 
trustee.” Similarly, in Rider v. Kidder it was held that 
the circumstances, though peculiar, were not sufficient to rebut 
the presumption that the beneficial interest belonged to the 
person who found the money. ‘‘If,” said Lord Expoy, ©., 
“this case depended upon the mere naked circumstance of 
purchase of stock in both their names, and he had died immedi- 
ately, without any dealing or transaction upon it, I should 
have thought the defendant would have been a trustee for his 
arp mag representative, as she would have been for himself. 

ut the presumption may undoubtedly be met by circumstances 
of enjoyment, tending to shew that that which primd facts is @ 
trust was intended as a gift, and then the circumstances and the 
weight of each are to be examined.” It was held, however, that 
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the receipt of income was explicable withont aseuming that 
Rimezr had intended a gift to Annz Kmper, and hence the 
ordinary presumption was not rebutted, and the stock was 
ordered to be transferred to RipEr’s administratrix. 

An instance of the presumption sg og is afforded by 
Beecher v. Major (2 Dr. & Sm. 431). ere a lady purchased 
£1,000 of Government Stock, and had it transferred into the 
name of her niece, Shortly afterwards she wrote a letter to the 
niece informing her that she had put £1,000 in the Bank of 
England in her name, but that she (the writer) was to have the 
interest for her life. A power of attorney for this purpose, 
and also enabling the aunt to sell and transfer the stock, 
was enclosed for the niece’s signature. The niece executed 
and returned the power and then destroyed the letter 
in accordance with a request which it contained. In 
deciding upon the niece’s title to the stock after the death of 
the aunt, Kryperstzy, V.C., said: ‘The question is one of 
intention, and, in the absence of an expressed intention, the 
courts have established certain presumptions as guides in 
ascertaining the intention. One presumption is that if a J gene 
purchases stock in the name of a person not being his child, the 
stock belongs beneficially to the person who purchased and 
transferred the stock. Another presumption is that if A. B. is 
the child of the person who purch and transferred the 
stock, the purchase is intended as an advancement for the 
child. In the former case, if the person who bought the stock 
declares his intention that it should be for the benefit of A. B., 
then, of course, the presumption is rebutted, but such pre- 
sumption must be clearly expressed:” Under the circumstances 
it was held that the presumption was rebutted. Secondary 
evidence was given of the contents of the letter, and the obvious 
intention to benefit the niece was not negatived by the power 
of sale contained in the power of attorney. This enabled the 
aunt to revoke the gift if she chose, but did not deprive the gift 
of its effect if in the result it was unrevoked. 

There appears to be no reason why the same principle should 
not apply to a policy of life insurance, and there are authorities 
to shew that it does. In Pfleger v. Browne (28 Beav, 391) A. 
had in 1837 effected a policy on his life for £500. In 1848 he 
was insolvent, and was indebted to B. for £318. In that year 
A. and B. induced the insurance office to issue a new policy for 
£500 on A.’s life, but payable to B. From 1848 down to A.’s 
death in 1857 the premiums were paid in the first instance by 
B., and afterwards repaid to him by A. On A.’s death B. 
received the policy moneys and claimed to retain the balance of 
his debt out of them, a part having been already paid under a 
scheme of composition. He insisted that the contract between 
himself and A. was that, in addition to the composition, the 
policy was to be kept up by A. for his benefit for the purpose of 
ultimately securing his debt. Rommuzy, M.R., held that the 
burden of proving this agreement was on B., and hence, in the 
absence of satisfactory proof, the — moneys had to be 

id over to A.’s administratrix. oreover, the agreement, 
if proved, would—so it was held—have been void as reserving a 
secret interest to one of the creditors. 

Another instance of a policy effected by a man in the name 

of another occurred in Re Richardson (47 L. T. 514). There 
Ricuarpson effected a policy in the name of his daughter. He 
retained the policy in his possession till his death, and paid the 
premiums on it. On one occasion he made an attempt to borrow 
money for himself on the security of the policy, but found he 
could not do so, as the contract was to pay the sum assured to the 
daughter. It was held upon the evidence that he had communi- 
cated the fact of the insurance to the daughter, and had given her 
to understand that the policy was for her benefit. On the death 
of Riczarpson it was held by Kay, J., that the legal right to 
call upon the office to pay the sum assured was clearly in the 
daughter, and that, since the fact of her being a daughter 
raised a presumption of advancement to her, she was also 
entitled beneficially. The mere retention of the policy did not. 
shew that the beneficial interest was not intended to to her. 
In the present case of Re A Policy of the Soottish, &e., Society, 
here was no such circumstance to contradict the usual presump- 
tion in favour of the person who provides the consideration— 
t is, in the case of a policy, who pays the premiums—and an 
opposite result was arrived at. No weight appears to have been 


reference to the number of 
is a total increase in 1900 of 2,409. The number of persons 
tried summarily for obtaining money by false pretences increased 
from 3 to 1,041, and for setting fire to commons from 1 to 10. 
The procedure in these cases having been made cheaper, simpler, 
and quicker, an immediate increase in the number of prosecu- 
tions has resulted. The same result followed the passing of 
the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879. 


that one would expect to 
the Criminal Evidence Act, 1898. Its most bitter opponents 
——— a considerable rise in convictions as a result, but the 


and ——s do not appear 
by the t 
on the stationary character of these figures, since there does 
not appear to be any record of the number of prisoners 
who have availed themselves of the power conferred on them to 
give evidence in their own behalf. A compari 
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THE CRIMINAL STATISTICS. 


Tux criminal statistics for the year 1900, which have just been 
issued, do not present any very novel features of interest so 
far as the legal side of them is concerned, but there are a fow 
points which are worth notice. 

One of the principal points in these tables is to note 
the effect which recent legislation has had; such statutes, 
for instance, as the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1899, the 
Criminal Evidence Act, 1898, and the Inebriates Act, 
1898, There is a large decrease in the number of 
persons for trial, which appears to be due mainly to the 
operation of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1899, which 
empowered justices to try summarily the offences of obtaining 


money or goods by false pretences, and of setting fire to commons 
and plantations. But the effect of the Act is even more marked 


when one comes to compare the figures for 1898 and 1900 with 
persons tried summarily. There 


It is in the proportion of ns for trial who were convicted 
d some evidence of the effect of 


es are almost stationary, and the proportions of convictions 
Oy to be affected one way or the other 
ct. But it seems hardly possible to place much reliance 


between the 
rtion of persons acquitted and convicted who so gave 


ro 
a ence could alone afford a satisfactory basis on which to 
found a conclusion as to the effect of the Act. The Inebriates 
Act, 1898, created the new offence of habitual drunkenness, and 
cases under this head to the number of 120 go to swell the total 
increase in indictable offences tried summarily. It is common 
knowledge that the effect of the Inebriate Acts has been very 
largely nullified by the difficulty of finding accommodation in 
certified inebriate reformatories, but so far as criminal habitual 
drunkards are concerned, the number does not point to any 
great need of increased accommodation. However, it may be 
that the authorities are reluctant to get a conviction on this 
wc —- the difficulty of disposing of the persons convicted 
if successful. 


Certain facts disclosed by the statistics relating to the 
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taint, one would be glad to see these powers more frequently 
and evenly exercised than at present. 

It is to be regretted that the statistics do not shew any 
decrease of juvenile crime—that is, of children under twelve. 
On the contrary, there is a noticeable and steady increase since 
1893 from 4°6 to 6 per cent. It does not look as if the 
increased educational facilities provided by the Board schools 
had resulted in a commensurate improvement in morals. 

A new feature of these statistics are tables shewivg for the 
firat time the result of the division of prisoners not sentenced to 
hard labour into three classes, which was established by the 
Prison Act, 1898. It will be remembered that by that Act 
offenders of the first division are subject to very little punishment 
beyond mere detention, while those in the second class are 
exempt from many rigours of the ordinary prison discipline. In 
1900, out of 45,463 persons sentenced to imprisonment without 
hard labour, fifty were placed in the first, and 2,033 in the 
second division. Forty-five of the fifty placed in the first 
division were persons convicted of offences against the Vaccina- 
tion Acts, in pursuance of the provision to that effect contained 
in the Vaccination Act, 1898. 

To the advocates of short sentences it will be pleasant reading 
to see that only 1'2 per cent. were for longer periods than one 
year. That the Debtors Act is by no means a dead letter, and 
that imprisonment for debt is by no means obsolete, is proved 
by the fact that 12,375 debtors were received into prison during 


=. 

inally, it will be seen that the proportion of persons having 
previous convictions continues to rise, and that an improved 
means of identifying them by the finger-print method of 
identification has hoon adopted. 








REVIEWS. 
COUNTY COURT PRACTICE. 


County Court Pracric—e Mapr Easy, orn DeEst COLLECTION 
SIMPLIFIED. By A Soxicrror. Effingham Wilson. 


It is hardly necessary to state that this little work, which 
—- some 152 pages only, and refers neither to statutes nor to 
decided cases, does not in any way seek to displace or compete with 
the existing county court practices. Nevertheless, it is, in many 
respects, a meritorious publication, and will prove useful 
in cases where either the litigants are too poor to pay for 
legal advice and assistance, or in which it is undesirable to have 
recourse thereto owing to the smallness of the sum in di-pute 
leaving no margin for profit costs. Even to the trained lawyer, 
however, the forms and explicit directions scattered throughout 
the work will not be without some value, as they have evidently been 
carefully drawn up by one fully conversant with the intricacies and 
difficulties of county court practice. The whole contents of the 
volume are divided into three parts—of these, Part I. indicates the 
various steps to be taken by a plaintiff for the recovery of a debt 
by ordinary summons; Part II. the mode of procedure by default 
summons; and Part III. the course to be pursued by a defendant, 
either when he is sued for money that he does not owe, or where, 
while admitting his liability, he is unable to pay at once the whole 
sum due, but is willing to liquidate it by instalments. Owing, we 
— to the extremely simple and untechnical character of the 
work, and to the fact that, in the table of contents prefixed to the 
text, the various steps to be taken by litigants are clearly indicated, 
fo index has been provided at the end of the volume. 
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CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
Court of Appeal. 


HILL v, HILL, No. 2. 26th March. 


Witit—Constarucrion—Cuatrets Serritep to Go witn Dicniry—**So Far 
AS THE Ruxes or Law anp Equity Permir’’—Assotute VEstING. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Swinfen Eady, J. It was an 
originating summons in the matter of the trusts of the will of Ann, 
Dowager Viscountess Hill, dated the 28th of May, 1891, and of the 
Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890, for the determination of the question 
whether the plaintiff, Viscount Hill, was entitled absolutely, or 
for life only, or otherwise, to certain diamonds and other chattels 
bequeathed by the will to her son, the third viscount, ‘‘ until he shall 
die, and after his death to each and every of the persons who shall 
in turn succeed to the title and dignity of Viscount dill, or any other 
title or dignity which may be grauted to or assumed by any person 
for the time being entitled to the said title and dignity of Viscount 
Hill, severally and successively as they shall in turn succeed to 
such title and dignity as aforesaid, my intention being that the 
said diamonds and miniatures and ring shall descend as heirlooms 
as far as the rules of law and equity will permit.” The 
testatrix died on the 3lst of October, 1891, and her will was duly 
proved. Her son, third Viscount Hill, survived his mother, and had 

ssession of the above-mentioned chattels. He died on the 30th of 

h, 1895, and was succeeded in the title by his son, the plaintifi 
Rowland Richard Clegg, fourth Viscount Hill, who was born in 1863, 
and is married, but has not any issue. The heir- presumptive to the title 
is the plaintiff’s brother, the defendant Francis William Clegg Clegg 
Hill, who was born in the year 1866 and is unmarried. It was admitted 
that under the will the son of the testatrix—namely, the third Viscount 
Hill—was entitled to possession of the chattele during his life, but the 
laintiff contended that upon his decease the chattels vested absolutely in 
imself. The defendant F. W. C. Clegg Hill contended that the chattels 
did not vest absolutely in the plaintiff, but that, upon his death within 
twenty-one years after the death of the teetatrix, they would pass to 
the next Viscount Hill, subject ia turn to be similarly divested in favour 
of the next succeeding viscount if he should succeed to the title within 
the period of twenty-one years, and that the person who should be 
Viscount Hill at the expiration of the period of twenty-one years would 
become indefeasibly entitled to the chattels. Swinfen Eady, J., held that, 
upon the death of the third Viscount Hill, to whom the chattels were 
es 7 life, they passed absolutely to the plaintiff. The defendant 
ap 3 

VaucHan Wiiuiams, L.J.—The question is whether the plaintiff is 
entitled absolutely, or for life only, or otherwise, to the jewelry bequeathed 
to descend as heirlooms with the Hill title. In my judgment the plaintiff 
is entitled absolutely to the jewellery, It seems to me that the case 
is really concluded by the case of Tollemache v. Coventry (2 O. & F. 611). 
The words in that ca:e were almost identical with the words in the present 
case. In that case a life estate was given first to the widow and the 
named son of the testator. In the present case a life estate is given to the 
named son of the testatrix, and in each case there is what I will call 
the heirloom clause disposing of the heirlooms after the termination 
of the life estate. In the Zoilemache case there were alive at the 
date of the will and the death of the testator a son who took a life 
estate and living grandsons who might succeed to the title; and in the 
present case there were likewise a son, Rowland Clegg Hill, the third 
viscount, who took a life estate, and living grandsons who might succeed 
to the title; and, in my judgment, the House of Lords in Zollemache v. 
Coventry decided that the third Lord Vere—that is to say, the first taker 
under the description, ‘‘such person as shall from time to time be 
Lord Vere ’’—took the heirlooms absolutely. I know that this has been 
doubted by some of the judges who wrote opinions in Dungannon v. 
Smith (12 O. & F. 546); but, for reasons which I will give presently, I am 
of opinion that the House of Lords did so decide, and did not, as has been 
suggested, merely negative the title of the fourth Lord Vere. If this view 
is right, it seems difficult to see why the plaintiff must not, on the basis of 
that judgment, take the heirlooms absolutely. Tne contrary contention can 
only be maintained on the assumption, either that the third Viscount Hill 
only takes a life interest in the heirlooms, or that he takes no interest atall 
in them as being in his turn the person bearing the title of Lord Hill. The 
suggestion that he only takes a life estate, or only tne use of the heirlooms, 
seems to be based upon the argument that, as the plaintiff and his brothers 
were all ‘lives in being” at the date of the will of their grandmother, they are 
all persons to whom the user of, as distinguished from the property in, the 
heirlooms might be given ; and that, therefore, in pursuance of the obvious 
intention of the testatrix to preserve the jewelry as heirlooms as long as 
possiole, one ought, if possible, so to construe her will as to limit the 
interest of all these grandsons living at the death of the testatrix to use and 
enjoyment only, and to treat the will as giving the absolute property to 
Lord Hill, who first takes the heirlooms on the determination of the “ life 
= lives in }- ,”’ and who, therefore, must take within a period which 
oes not 0: 
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really to give effect to the view of Sir John Leach, V.C., in the 
Tollemache case, when before him under the name of Deerhurst v. St. 
Albans. But, whatever else may be doubtful in the decision of the House 
ved this view of Sir 

John Leach. It follows that in the present case it is impossible to treat 
rons living at the date of the will of the testatrix as taking (if 
they take at all as holders of the title) life estates—that is, mere use and 
enjoyment. Neither do I think it pcssible to hold that the present plain- 
tiff takes no interest. The ground on which I understand it is suggested 
ng 


of Lords, there can be no doubt but that they negati 
all the 


that this may be the caee is that the bequest to the person for the time 


holding the title (even when qualified with the words ‘‘ as far as the rules of 
law and equity will permit’) is void as including persons who possibly 
might come into existence at a time so remote as to offend against the rule 
against perpetuities ; and that, if such bequest is void as regards one per- 
those the testatrix meant to 

benefit in succession, it is void as toall. I cannot assent to this argument. 
The answer to it is admirably put by Sir C. Pepys (afterwards Lord 
Cottenham) and Mr. Preston in the argument in Tollemache v. Coventry (as 
inted out that 

the first member of the series, the Lords Vere, the first taker of the title of 
Lord Vere after the survivor of the holders of the life estate in the heir- 
looms, takes under a bequest which must of necessity vest, if it ever veste, 
in some person who either was in existence at the time of the testator’s — 

a 


son who might fall within the category o 


reported in 20. & F., pp. 611 and 617) in which it is 


or would come into existence within the compass of a life in being at th 


time, or within a few months after the dropping of such life, and 
was, therefore, good in law; whereas the executory bequest over to the 
person who would be Lord Vere next in +ucceseion after such first taker of 

rson who 
would be in existence at the testator’s death, or within any life then in 
being, or twenty-one years after the dropping of any such life, and, there- 
fore, was not valid. The first member of this series must take on the 
death of the tenant for life, and, therefore, at not too remote a period, 
although the second and all the later members might take beyond the 
limits fixed by the rule against perpetuities; and I do not quite under- 
stand why Cresswell, J., in Dungannon v. Smith (12 O. & F., pp. 546, 
566), says that the whole of the reasoning of Lord Brougham in Zo/lemache 
v. Coventry shews that the executory bequest after the death of the second 
Lord Vere was void because it possibly mightnot vestin due time, and that the 
decision, therefore, must be taken to have been, not that the bequest was good 
as to the third Lord Vere, but that it was bad as to the fourth. I see nothing 
in the reasoning of Lord Brougham inconsistent with his adoption of the 
argument of Sir OC. Pepys and Mr. Preston, and Lord St. Leonards, who, 
in his Law of Property (lst ed.), p. 336, seems to have doubted this him- 
self, in the case of Ker v. Lord Dungannon (1 Dr. & W. 509), refers to the 
decision of the House in To/lemache v. Coventry as having been to that 
effect. The decision in this sense seems to me to have been frequently 


the title was not a bequest which must of necessity vest in any pe 


recognized in later cases: see Exmouth v Praed (31 W. R. 545, 23 Ch. D. 


158, 163) and Re Jchnston (32 W. R. 634, 26 Ch. D. 538). I wish to make 


an observation on Harrington v. Harrington (5 H. L. Cas. 87). That case 
turned upon a proviso preventing the personalty from vesting absolutely in 
a tenant in tail unless he should attain twenty-one, and it was contended 
that the proviso had the effect of carrying on to those who came next in 
remainder after the taker on the determination of the life estate, so 
exposing itself to be rendered void as aiming at perpetuity; but the 
House held that the proviso was an essential part of the gift, and, there- 
fore, controlled by the words in the dispositive clause “ so far as the rules 
of law and equity prrmit.’’ The effect of this was to limit the proviso so 
as that it should only apply to tenants in tail who took by purchase, and 
consequently 1t could not be said that the proviso was void as aiming at 
perpetuity. For the reasons I have given I think that the decision of 
Swinfen Eady, J., must be affirmed, and the appeal must, therefore, be 
dismissed.—Counset, Brinton ; Micklem, K C., and Errington. Soxrcrrors, 
Chester & Co., for Lucas § Salt, Wem; Upperton § Co. 
{Reported by J. I. Stirtina, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


BIRCH v. BIRCH. No.2. 26th March. 


Paopate—Grant or —ALLEGATION or Fravp—“ Ras Jupicata ’—Parries 
Havine Interest in Sur. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Barnes, J. (reported 50 W. R. 192), 
The facts, so far as admitted or proved, may be shortly stated as follows. 
Arthur Birch died in April, 1899, and no will being found, letters of 
administration were granted to Walter George Birch, Edwin Birch, and 
Jeese Joreph Birch. In December, 1899, two actions were brought, one 
by Mrs. Guise as plaintiff against the three administratore, and Charles 
Birch and Henry Birch as defendants, and the other by Edwin Birch, 
Jesse Joseph Birch, and Amy Birch as plaintiffs against Walter George 
Birch as defendant, which were consolidated. Each action claimed revo- 
cation of the letters of administration and claimed probate of an alleged 
will of the 18th of December, 1897, or, alternatively, of alleged instructions 
for a will dated the 8th of December, 1897. The alleged will of the 18th 
of December was forwarded from America by one Sanders, who, with one 
Ford, appeared to be the attesting witnesses. The instructions, which 
were subsequently forwarded from America, p to be attested b 
the same two witnerses, and also by a Mr. Barnes. Walter George B: 
peaked that both of these documents were not signed by the deceased, or 

y anyone at his direction, and that they were not executed according to 
the provisions of the Wills Act. The consolidated action was tried 
before the President without a jury on the 22nd of June, 1900. 
Neither Sanders nor Ford was forthcoming. The existence of such 
& person as Ford was challenged. Expert evidence as to hand- 
writing was given for and against the will. Barnes, however, 
was called as a witness, and severely cross-examined; and in the 





result the President pronounced for the — of the will of 
the 18th of December, and ordered the letters of to be 
revoked. All the next-of-kin were parties to the consolidated action. 
The present action was commenced by W. G. Birch as La ype Le gw 
Edwin Birch and Amy Birch, the executors of the will, and it that 
the probate of the alleged will of the 18th 
revoked. The writ was amended by 
Henry Guise, the husband of Ada Rose 
ment of claim that *“‘ G) The said judgment was obtained 
against the plaintiff the of Frederick Char! 

Sanders, ond 0 pies geet eS ee a ee 
Henry Guise, the hus of Rose Guise, one of the plaintiffs in 
the aforesaid consolidated action. (4) In July, 1899, the said Alfred 
Sanders, at the instigation of, and in with said 
Henry Guise, drew up and f 
December, 1897. e said 
fraud and at the expense of the said Henry Guise, went to Baltimore, 
United States of America, and from there wrote a letter, dated the 
28th of August, 1899, falsely d 
said pretended will was executed. ©) In September, 1899, in 
suance of the said fraud, the said Sanders drew up and f a 
document purporting to be a will executed by the said Sonesta ok tho 
8th of December, 1897. The said Alfred Sanders was instigated to draw 
up and forge the said document, dated the 8th of December, 1897, by the 
said W. G. Ford, acting on behalf of and as the agent of the said Henry 
Guise. The said Alfred Sanders, W. G. Ford, and Frederick Oharles Barnes 
fraudulently signed the saiddocument as witnesses to the dueexecu- 
tion thereof by the said deceased. (6) In pursuance of the said fraud the said 
Henry Guise and Frederick Charles Barnes falsely represented upon oath 
to the court that they were strangers to age uainted with each other 
prior to on or about the 29th of July, 1899.. (7) farther pursuance of 
the said fraud the said Henry Guise and Frederick Charles Barnes concealed 
from the court the fact that the said W. G. Ford had been in personal 
communication with the said Alfred Sanders between the 13th of July, 
1899, and the 15th ef November, 1899.” The defendants moved before 
Barnes, J., to stay proceedings in this action. No evidence was filed in 
support of the motion, but the plaintiff filed an affidavit by himself stating 
that the will of the 18th of December was entirely in the handwriting 
of Sanders, and verifying a letter, dated the 10th of ber, 
1900, from a Mrs. Smith, of San addressed to the authorities 
at Scotland-yard, enclosing what te be a confession by 
Sanders that he had forged the will at the tion and with the hel 
of the defendant Henry Guise, then Henry ley. Barnes, J., h 
that the court had jurisdiction to set aside the judgment obtained 
fraud, and that the action must be allowed to pi On the ap 

the parties were allowed to adduce further evidence. There was expert 
evidence as to the letter enclosing the confession and the confession itself 
being in the handwriting of » who also wrote the will. There was 
evidence intended to prove, or at least to , that Barnes was well 
known to Henry Guise before the so-called accidental meeting, and 
that there had been previous transactions between them. On 
the other hand, Barnes and Henry Guise made affidavits entirely denyin, 
this, asserting the truth of the evidence which they gave at the t 
before the President, and suggesting that a mistake had been made between 
Henry Bagley and his brother James Bagley. The latter made an affidavit 
stating his own connection with Barnes, and confirming to some extent 
the evidence of Barnes and Henry Guise. Barnes, J., abstained from 
expressing any opinion upon the merits of the case, but held that, the 
plaintiff having sworn to the facts which he alleged, the suit must be 
allowed to proceed, and the motion must be refused, and that Henry 
Guise must be added as a defendant. This was accordingly done. Some 
of the defendants appealed. 

Vavenan Wriiuams, L.J.—We think that the judgment must be 
reversed, but it is right to state that the evidence before us is different 
from that before Barnes, J. The question, which in form to be 
decided in the t case, is whether or not the action ought to be stayed 
as being frivolous and vexatious, and whether the statement of claim ought 
to be struck out as disclosing no cause of action. Now, as to the former 
part of the question—that is, whether the action is frivolous and 


—one is bound to include as an element to be considered the fact that 
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the attestation by the witnesses of the wi the 
of the judgment as delivered the attestation of the instructions for 
of December for the will. And to 
frivolous and vexatious any cause of action eee of which the 
plaintiff does not produce evidence of disco since the re 
which raice a reasonable probability of the action succeeding. 

not think that it can be laid down as a hard 

evidence thus produced must be of 

evidence in the action itself. I can q 
there was evidence of a fact 
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the judgment being successful. I should think that in such 
action ought to go on, so as to give the tiff 
covery in the action. Nor do I think in such a case the discovery 
could properly be described as fishing. But in uestion 
of degree. Is the fact alleged to have been discovered so and so 
Iti ie. I think opt abatement 3 the present case 

f it think ti n . In 

Coane ain tniak that the evidence of the bandwriting of Benders and 
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the contents of the letter forwarded to the police are sufficient, even in a 
case in which the evidence which led to the judgment raised in the mind 
of the judge who tried the case considerable doubt, if not suspicion, and I 
do not think I ought to differ from them on such a question. 

Srieuinc, L.J.—I have had an opportunity of reading the judgment of 
Cozens- Hardy, L.J., and I entirely agree with it. 

Oozens-Harpy, L.J.—It is plain that in the action tried before the 
Presic ent the distinct issue was raised whether the aJleged will was signed 
by Birch. The judgment in that action is binding upon the plaintiff 
unless and until set aside. This is not an appeal by the plaintiff from 
that judgment, or an application for a new tria!. The present action isan 
independent proceeding to set aside that judgment on the ground that 
it was obtained by fraud. I do not doubt that such an action may 
be maintained, at least when the judgment has been procured by 
the fraud of a party to the action. Here Henry Guise, against 
whom fraud is alleged, was acting for and as the agent of his wife, 
who was a party, and she must be affected by his fraud. In Boswell v. 
Ooaks (No. 2) (6 The Reports 167), Smith, LJ., said: ‘‘ As regards 
the point taken by the Solicitor-General for the other defendants—viz., 
that the judgment can only be set aside, if at all, against those who pro- 
cured it by fraud—and it is not suggested that the other defendants 
had anything to do with the fraud alleged—this point appears to us to 
be fatal 8s regards all the defendants except Coaks, and we think it would 
be fatal to any further action to set aside the sale of the whole.” But 
I do not think this limitation can apply to a probate action. The will 
is either good or bad against all the world. The defendants other than 
Mrs. Guise cannot, therefore, rely upon their not having had anything to 
do with the fraud of Mrs. Guise’s agent. The judgments of the Court 
of Appeal and of the House of Lords in Boswell v. Coaks (No. 2) 
contain some important observations as to the mode in which 
a@ motion such as that which is now before us ought to be dealt with. 
Lord Selborne points out that it is not sufficient for the plaintiff to allege 
fraud. It is the duty of the court to receive such evidence pro and con, as 
is material to the question whether there really has been since the former 
judgment a new discovery of something material to disturb the former judg- 
ment ; and A. L. Smith, L.J., states that the plaintiff must shew a reason- 
able possibility of the alleged fraud being established. It is plain that 
emer 3 of the claim is of no importance. A mere general allega- 
ion of fraud, without particulars, cannot avail. As to paragraphs 4 
and 5, they are based solely on the alleged ‘‘ confession.’’ But. assuming 
that document to be written by Sanders, there is no possible mode of 
making it evidence in the present action. It is not known whether 
Sanders is alive, and there is no reasonable possibility of the alleged 
forgery being established. As to paragraph 6, this allegation does not 
seem to me to be directly material tothe judgment. It only goes to the 
credit of two of the witnesses who were examined and cross-examined on 
thie very point. It would be highly dangerous to allow a solemn judg- 
ment to be set aside on the ground of alleged perjury by witnesses dealing 
with a collateral point, more especially when the alleged perjury is 
absolutely, and with considerable appearance of probability, denied. 
Upon the whole I have come to the conclusion that upon the materials 
before us, which are different from those before Barnes, J., this 
motion ought to succeed. It is not for us to say whether the 
President arrived at a right decision upon the evidence before him. 
That must be assumed in the absence of an appeal. If the present 
laintiff were appealing, and all questions of time were got rid of, 

might apply for leave to adduce further evidence on the appeal. But I 
think euch an application must have failed. Such a document as the 

confession, which cannot be adduced in evidence, must be wholly 
disregarded. No documentary evidence recently discovered is suggested. 
A mere suspicion is not sufficient. The supposition which I have made of 
an appeal, coupled with an application to adduce fresh evidence, is prob- 
ree, 4 too favourable to the present plaintiff. Certainly the plaintiff canvot 
be in a better position when he seeks to set aside a solemn judgment. The 
importance of finality in litigation is very great ; and I think it would be 
wrong to allow the issue to be again tried between these parties as to the 
valid nag the will, which has been admitted to probate. In my opinion 
the r of Barnes, J., should be discharged, and an order made in the 
terms of the notice of motion, and the plaintiff must pay the costs here and 
below.—CownseL, Russell, K.C., and W. L. Richards ; Inderwick, K.C., and 
Willoch ; Chaytor. Sourcrrors, J. W. Reid; EB. W. Reeves. 


{Reported by J. L. Sriauixa, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re TONGE’S SETTLED ESTATES. Kekewich, J. 25th March. 


Practice—Setrtement—No Tenant ror Lire or tHe Wuotr—No 
Tavsters with Present Power or Sare—Serriep Estares Act, 1877, 
s. 34—R. 8S. O. LI. la—Sate Ovt or Court—Payment or Procerns to 
Trustees, 


This was a petition for an order under section 16 of the Settled Estates 
Act, 1877, for the sale, subject to the provisions of the said Act, but out 
of court, under ord. 51, r. la, of certain hereditaments and premises 
subject to the will of Mary Ann Tonga, deceased. By the said » dated 
the 16th of July, 1884, the testatrix gave all her real and personal property 
to trustees, upon trust to sell and convert her personal estate, and to let 
her real estate on annual or shorter tenancies, and to apply the income as 
to part thereof towards the education and support of a grandchild, and to 
Bay one moiety of the remainder of the income to her daughter Mary 

ward for life, and to pay the other moiety to her daughter 0. W. Tonge 
for life. And after the death of either of her said Senellheen upon trust to 





pa certain sums, and subject thereto to accumulate the share of the 
ce of the income of the daughter so dying, during the life of the 
surviving —. for the benefit of the residuary legatees. And after 
the death of the survivor of the said daughters the testatrix directed her 
trustees to sell the whole of her real and leasehold estate and hold the 
proceeds upon trust for all her grandchildren. The testatrix died in 1887, 
and the said Mary Milward, the tenant for life of one moiety, died in 
1888. O. W. Tonge, the tenant for life of the other moiety, was alive. 
There was consequently no tenant for life of the whole property and no 
trustees with a present power of sale. The trustees asked that the 
purchase-money should be paid to them and not into court. 

Kexewicu, J.—I think I can make the order asked for. as a proper case 
for sale has been made out. The Settled Estates Act, 1877, provided, in 
short, that when all the proper parties were before the court, and there 
ought to be a sale, the judge might order a sale by the court (section 24). 
The only form of sale by a decree of the court known at that time was for 
a sale by the court. The court took c of the whole matter, fixed the 
reserve price, and had the money paid into court. This system entailed 
certain expense, and frequently led to considerable delay. But the Act 
says (section 16): “*. . every such sale shall be conducted and 
confirmed in the same manuer as by the rules and practice of the court 
for the time being is or shall be required in the sale of lands sold under 
a decree of this court.”” It is therefore suggested that the judge may read 
ord, 51, r. la (which was paseed in 1885) into that section of the Act; 
and that section enables the court to authorize sale out of court so as to 
cheapen the process. His lordship consequently authorized a sale out of 
court by auction, or by proposal subject thereto, and referred the matter 
to the trustee for him to fix the reserve price and the auctioneer’s 
remuneration; the proceeds to be paid to the trustees.—Oovnset, H. 
Johnston; W. § Sherrington; T. C. Rogerson Souxicrrors, G. H. Daniell, 
for J. Brooks, Stockport ; Peacock, Godalming; Grundy, Kershaw, § Samson, 
for Grundy, Kershaw, § Samson, Manchester. 

! Reported by H. Cravanton Scort, Barrister-at- Law. | 


Re AN APPLICATION NO. 231,062 OF THE ROYAL BAKING POWDER 
CO. FOR THE REGISTRATION OF A TRADE-MARK. Farwell, J. 
12th March. 


Trape-Mark—Parents, &c., Act, 1883, s. 64—‘‘ Appzp Marrsr.”’ 


This was an appeal from a decision of the Comptroller-General of 
Trade-Marke refusing to register a trade-mark on the application of the 
Royal Baking Powder Oo. of New York. The trade-mark in question 
consisted of a label, one-half of which contained, on a red ground, a 
representation of a tin with the words “ Royal Baking Powder ’’ upon it, 
and the name of the firm upon a scroll at the four corners, and the other, 
on a yellow ground, the words ‘‘ Royal Baking Powder ”’ followed by a 
description of the article, directions for its use, and the name and address 
of the makers. One of the grounds for refusal to register was that the 
applicants had made no disclaimer of any right to the exclusive use of the 
added matter on the label according to the requirements of the Patents, 
Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 1883, s. 64, as altered by the amending 
Act of 1888. That section, so far as it concerns the present case, provides as 
follows: ‘‘ (1) For the purposes of the Act a trade-mark must consist of or 
contain at least one of the following essential ticulars - a 
distinctive device, mark, band, heading, label, or ticket. . . . (2) 
There may be added to any one or more of the essential particulars 
mentioned in this section any letters, words, or figures, or combination of 
of letters, words, or figures, or of any of them, but the applicant for regis- 
tration of any such additional matter must state in his application the 
essential particulars of the trade-mark, and must disclaim in his application 
apy right to the exclusive use of the added matter, and a copy of the 
statement and disclaimer shall be entered on the register. ‘or the 
appellants it was contended, on the authority of Pinto v. Badman (8 RB. P O. 
18 ), Re Climent et Cie’s Trade-Mark (48 W. R. 67; 1901, 1 Oh. 114), Re 
Smokeless Powder Co.’s Trade-Mark (40 W. R 507; 1892, 1 Ch. 590), that no 
disclaimer was required when the trade-mark consisted of a label, because 
the label must be looked at as a whole and as containing no ‘‘ added matter ”’ 
within the — of the Act. 

Farwett, J., held that the words contained in the yellow portion of the 
label were ‘‘ added matter’’ within the meaning of the 2nd sub-section 
of 64 of the Act, which should have been disclaimed, and as authority for 
that view referred to the judgment of Romer, L.J., in the case of Clément et 
Cie’s Trade-Mark.—Qounse., Warmington, K.C., and S. Dickinson ; Attorney- 
General and R. J. Parker. Sowticrrons, Janson, Cobb, Pearson, § Co, ; 
Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 

[Reported by Pav. Srricxiayp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
REX +, LICENSING JUSTICES OF KINGSTON-ON-THAMES. 


Ex parte 
DAVEY. Div. Court. 25th March. 
Justices—Licensinc Law—GenerRaL ANNUAL Licenstinc Mertinc—Pao- 
ceEpIncs Wuere no Notice or Oprposition—RervsaL to Rensw— 
UssecTtion Not Mave mw Open Court—Apsournment or LICENSING 
Mrerinc—Manpamus—Licenstna Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vicr. c. 94), 8. 42, 

SUB-SECTION 2. 

In this case a rule nisi was obtained directed to the licensing justices of 
the borough of Kingston-on-Thames, calling on them to shew cause 
why a writ of mandamus should not issue commanding them to grant 
the renewal of a licence in respect of a public-house known as the 
Royal Oak, in the occupation of W. G@ Davey. The following 
facts —- from the vit on which the rule wisi was obtained : 
On the 5th of March, 1902, the licensing justices held the annual general 


4 





SBSRBEEWEASeee8SS BE 4s 


Pp 





- & € 86 


el tel i ee | 








April 5, 1902. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Seen 
—_——— 





licensing moeihe. No notice was given to Davey of any objection to the 
renewal of his licence, and at the meeting no objection was made to the 
renewal. The chairman read out a list of houses, of which the Royal Oak 
was one, and said that the consideration of the renewal of their licences 
would be adjourned until the 19th of March. No notice to attend was 
served upon the applicant, and no notice of objection was given to him. 
On the 19th of March the applicant was represented by counsel, who sub- 
mitted that the justices had no power to refuse the application for a 
renewal of the licence, because no objection kas been made as — by 
section 42 of the Licensing Act, 1872, and no notice requiring him to 
attend or notice of objection had been given to him. The justices, without 
hearing evidence, on oath or otherwise, refused the renewal of the licence. 
From the affidavit in reply it appeared that at the annual Z 
meeting of the justices in 1900 an announcement was made to all the 
licence-holders present, and — in the local papers, that, though the 
licences would be renewed that year, a reduction of their number would 
be made in the following year, and in 1901 another announcement was 
published, to the effect that unless some proposals as to the reduction 
of licences were received from the trade, it would become 
the duty of the justices to take the matter into their own con- 
sideration independently of the trade. Theee notices having no result, 
the justices at the licensing meeting on the 5th of March, 1902, 
considered the question as to where the reduction in the number of 
licences should take place, and, finding that the population of the district 
in which the Royal Oak was situated had decreased, they adjourned the 
consideration of the renewal of the licences of four houses in that neigh- 
bourhood, including the Royal Oak, until the 19th of March. The circum- 
stances were explained to the solicitor for the oo by the clerk 
to the justices. At the meetiag on the 19th of March the chairman stated 
that the renewal of the licences of the four houses had bien deferred, as the 
magistrates considered that the populationin theneighbourhood had sensibl. 

diminished. By section 42, sub-section 2, of the Licensing Act, 1872, it is 
provided that ‘‘ where a person applies for the renewal of his licence 
the following provisions shal! have effect: (2) The justices shall not 
entertain any objection to the renewal of such licence, or take any evidence 
with respect to the renewal thereof, uuless written notice of an intention 
to oppose the renewal of such licence has been served on such holder not 
less t eeven days before the commencement of the general annual 
licensing meeting; provided that the licensing justices may, notwith- 
standing that no notice has been given, on an objection made, adjourn the 
granting of any licence to a future day, and require the attendance of the 
holder of the licence on such day, when the case will be heard, and the 
objection considered, as if the notice hereinbefore prescribed had been given. 
. . « Subject as aforesaid, licences shall be renewed and the powers and dis- 
cretion of justices relative to such renewal shall be exercised as heretofore.’’ 
Tn shewing cause against the rule it was contended that the only form in 
which the rule pede be granted would be to direct the justices ‘‘ to hear 
and determine according to law’’ and not as a command to them to renew 
the licence: Reg. v. Farquhar (L. R.9 Q. B. 258, 22 W. R. . 38) and 
Reg v. Howard and Others (37 W. R. 617, 23 Q. B. D. 502). Under section 


42 of the Licensing Act of 1872 the justices themselves could start an | and 


objection to the licence, because as soon as an application was made 
for a licence the justices had to exercise their discretion. In support 
of the rule it was contended that no objection had been taken to the 
renewal of the licence, and therefore the justices had no power under 
the proviso to sub-section 2 of section 42 to adjourn the meeting, and 
therefore the court could only direct them to do what they ought to have 
done before—namely, renew the licence, and the rule must order them so 
todo: Ruddick vy. The Justices of Liverpool (42 J. P. 406), Evans v. The 
Justices of Conway (48 W. B. 577; 1900, 2 Q. B. 224), Reg. v. The Justices of 
Merthyr Tydvil (14 Q. B. D. 584, 33 W. BR. Dig. 122), Baxter v Leche (62 
J. P. 292, 47W. R. Dig. 99), and Reg. v. Justices of Staffordshire (33 
W. R. 205, 14 Q. B. D. 18). 

Tue Court (Lord Atverstonz, C.J., and Darina and Cuannett, JJ.) 
made the rule absolute, but directed the justices to hear and determine the 
matter according to law. 

Lord Atverstonr, O.J., in the course of his judgment, said that it was 
quite plain that under sub-section 2 of section 42 of the Act of 1872 an 
objection to the licence must be made ia open court before a case could be 
adjourned, in order that the magistrates might be able to deal with it on 
the adjourned hearing, notwithstanding that no notice was given to the 
applicant pursuant to the earlier part of the section. If no objection was 
taken in open court, then the magistrates would have no jurisdiction 
except to renew the licence. It would be wrong, however, on the facts in 
this case to say that there was no of objection and to act as if there 
was nothing for the magistrates to hear and determine. It was quite 
unusual for the court to direct an act to be done in a particular way 
unless the act was purely a ministerial one. There would, therefore, be 
an order to the magistrates to hear and determine the matter according to 
law. An objection could be started by the magistrates themselves in open 
court, und, if so stated, the justices could then adjourn the case. It was 
not sufficient that there should be casual conversations between the 
justices which were not brought to the knowledge of the person applying. 

Darnurye and COxannett, JJ., agreed. Rule absolute —Covunszt, 
Avory, K.O., and H. Lynn; Hammond Chambers, K.O., and Rowseil. 
Souicitors, Wilkinson, Howlett, § Wilkinson; Pyke § Parrott. 

{Reported by E. G. Srittweit, Esq., Barrister-at-Law ) 


PRITTY ». CHILD. Div. Court. 20th March. 


Conrract, Brrach or —Orrer to Fixp Warrr—Reckiess Representa- 
TIoNs THAT WaTER Wov.p pe Founp at a Certain Spror—We. SUNK 
—Damaces. 


Appeal by the defendant from a decision of his Honour Judge Eardley 
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Wilmot si at the I 
for the plaintiff with £42 in an action 
the defendant upon which the plaintiff had 
the sum of 25s the defendant oy to point out 
her premises where water could be obtained. He 
of a bazel twig pointed out a on the Ja’ 
plaintiff's case, he said water be found from 25: 
well was sunk for 40ft., but no water was fou 
defendant for the return of the 25s. she had paid 
consideration had failed, and the ewe | was pid 
defendant, and taken out —_— . Mh i 
recover the cost of sinking j 
defendant had made the statement recklessly, and that 
plaintiff would act upon it. The defendant appealed. 

Tre Covar dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstong, ©.J., said had he been sitting as a judge of firat 
instance he should have hesitated before he came to the conclusion that 
the defendant made any statement other than an expression of opinion, 
but they were bound by the of fact of the county court judge. 
It —— to him cs od ged the jadge bn his of cases farther than 
avy of the reported au ies, but the judge finding of fact made 
it Boarder Fx = them to interfere. 

Dagurne and Oxnannett, JJ. concurred.—Oounsrt, Rawlinson, K.0., and 
W. Rowley Elliston; A. H. Poyser and C. F. Packard. Soxtcrrors, 


(Reported by Ensxuvz Rep, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


PEARKS, GUNSTON, & TEE (LIM ) (Appellants) v. HOUGHTON 
(Respondent). Div. Court, 26th Feb. 


Apvttreration—Burrer—Procrss or, Brenpixc Mirx wire Burrer— 
IncrgaseD Percentage or Water—Sate or Foop ann Drves Act, 
1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 63), s. 6. 


Case stated by the justices of Bichmond, Surrey. An information was 
preferred by Reng an inspector under the Bale of Food and D 
Act, the respondent, against Pearks, & Tee (Limited), t 
appellants, under tection 6 of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875, 
charging them with unlawfully selling to the prejudice of the 
$1b. of 1s. butter which was not of the nature, substance, quality 
demanded, having had water added to it to the extent of 78 per cent. 
beyond the usual limit of 16 per cent. natural to butter. The appellants 
were convicted and fined £20 and costs. The respondent sent a boy into 
the appellants’ shop to buy $b. of 1s. butter for the purpose of analysis. 
The purchase was made and the ae en’ the shop, and the 
butter was handed to him. The public analyst certified that the butter 
contained 23°8 per cent. of water. The butter was handed to the 
purchaser by the sbop assistant wra in two pieces of paper, Un 
the inside wrapper there were printe large type the words “ Pearks’ 
Butter,’’ and underneath in much smaller type, “This is choicest 
butter, blended with pure h full-cream milk, by new and pe = ta 
machinery, whereby it retains about 20 to 24 per cent. of q 
acquires that d of flavour which has made Pearks’ butter 
so famous.’’ The respondent’s attention was not called by the shop 
assistant to what was on the inside wre , and the respondent, though 
he saw it, did not read it. It was in evidence that the object of 
blending the butter with milk was to give it uniform colour and flavour and 
freshness, but there was no evidence that the milk was added because it 
was required for the preparation of the butter as an article of commerce fit 
for carriage or consumption. The of full-cream milk is }d. a . 
Tn « frame on the wall nd the butter counter in the ap 
was a prioted notice to the eame effect as that on the wrapper. The butter 
counter faced the front of the shop, and the notice was visible to anyone 
going into the shop, but the t did not observe it, his 
attention was not called to it. 
that the inside wrapper was a label within section 8 of the Sale of 
Food and Drugs Act, 1875, that the printed notice in the 
sufficient notice to the den‘ 
was no evidence of fraud ; F 
accurately stated the nature and composition 
no evidence of a sale to the prejudice of the 
the Act. It was contended for the reepondent 
before he entered the shop, and that notice 
the butter was delivered in a piece of ¥ 
the printing on the inside wrapper visi 
respondent did not read it, and did not pape! 
and his attention was not called to it, it was not 
and that as he did not observe the 
was not called to it, it was no notice to him at all 
opinion that the printed matter 
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of water to the extreme limit of 1 . . 
for the same reasons the notice on wall was not sufficient notice. 


its bulk and weight, and notice was therefore no protection. q' 
for the court were: (1) woether the inside wrapper was a sufficient notice 
by label within section 8; (2) whether on the ' 
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facts 
notice otherwise than by label; and (3) whether there was ip Me-e hy 
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W. RB. 510; 1896, 2 Q. B. 65', Pope v. Tearle (22 W. R. 950, L. R 9C. P. 
499), Pearks v. Knight (50 W. R. 104; 1901, 2 K. B. 825), Liddiard v. 
Reece (443. P. 233), Horder v. Meddings (44 J. P. 234). 


Tus Covrr (Lord Atvenrsronz, C.J., and Dariine and Onannatt, JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 


Lord Atvzrstonr, C.J., in giving judgment, said he bad doubt 
whether on the delivery of such an article a notice on the inside wrapper 
was sofficient. Jones v. Jones was not a sufficient authority for the 
appellants on that point. A man buying a pound of butter and having it 
d d to him could not be held to have general notice that there was 
another label inside. If aman bad arked for butter and got the article 
now in question, and the only defence was the label, he, the learned judge, 
was not — to say that the appellants’ contention was right. The 

tes had found that the ordinary purchaser would ree the notice on 

the wall and this was not qualified by the statement that the respondent 
did not see it. The court was bound by Sandys v. Small and Spiers § Pond 
v. Bennett, which decided that if the purchaser was told. not necessarily 
orally, at the time of the purchase that the article sold was a blended 
article, it could not then be aid that it was sold to the prejudice of the 
purcharer. The prosecution had to prove that there was a sale to the 
— of the purcharer. When a man was told that what he was 
ying was butter blended with something else he was not entitled to say 
that he was prejudiced because he thought he was buying butter not 
blended. To the ordinary purchaser the notice contained a statement that 
the butter was mixed with milk and bad in it 23 per cent. of moisture. 
Any supposed misleading statement in that notice would not do away with 
the statement that the butter sold in that establishment was in 
accordance with the notice There was no evidence of an offence on the 
ground of prejudice to the purchaser. The magistrates had found that 
the excees was added fraudulently to increase the bulk andweight. But, if 
there was no offence under section 6, the question of eupposed fraudulent 
= did not arise. He, the learned judge, could see no evidence of 


Daruine and CHannz1t, JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect. 
Conviction quashed.—Covnser, Asquith, K.C.. Avory, K.C., and 
Bonsey ; Alex. Glen. Boxtscrrons, Neve, Beck, ¢ Kirby; T. W. Weeding, 
Kingston-upon-Thames. 

{Reported by E, G. Strtu wet, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


JONES v. COTTERALL. Div. Court. 27th Feb. 


Brawiine—Justices ny A Majority Dismiss InronmaTion—Oase Strarep 
*— APPLICATION TO Remit ON THE GROUND THAT THE UASE WAS INCOMPLETE 
—Practice—Jvusticrs Negp Unity State THE Facts as Tory Finp Tue 
Wrrnovt Sratine tHe Evipence veon Wuicn Trey Came to Tuer 
Conclusion. 


In this appeal the court had ordered the justices of Carshalton to state a 
case for their opinion in regard to a decision of the magistrates dismis:ing 
an information laid under section 2 of the Ecclesiastical Courts Jurisdiction 
Act.. The respondent was charged with indecent behaviour in All Saints’ 
Ohurch, Carshalton, and it was suid by the appellant, one of the church- 
wardens, that during the communion service he had uttered the words 
** idolatry” and “‘ sheer idolatry ’’ in a loud voice and created a disturbance. 
The majority of the bench of eight, five in number, held and stated 
mn the case that the words, if used, were uttered in a low tone, 
and caused no disturbance, but that the di.turbance arose through 
the action of the appellant in ejecting the respondent. The 
other three magistrates stated in the case that they did not agree 
with their colleagues in the conclusion at which they had arrived. 
The appellant contended that the case did not set out the facts given in 
evidence, and that it ought to be remitted for the magirtrates to find on 
the facts before them that the respondent had been guilty of indecent 
behaviour in church during divine service. What the magistrates had 
done was merely to state their personal view of the occurrence. It 
omittcd to state the evidence upon which their decision was based. 


Tue Oovrr (Lord Atvenstone, C.J., and Danrtine and Onanna.t, JJ.) 
dis the appeal, expressing their opinion that the magistrates had 
decided the question as a question of fact, and they could not therefore 
interfere with their finding. The case could not, moreover, be sent 
back to the magistrates, as it was for them, not to state the evidence, but 
the facts as they found them.—CounseL, Duke, K.C., and Layman ; Eldon 
Bankes, K.C , aad Lewis Thomas. Souicrtors, H. FE. Tudor ; John Othen. 


(Reported by Ensxine Rep, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


March 24.—Mr. C. H. Kirby being in the chair.—Mr. E. F. Spence 
moved; ‘‘That the rules in relation to the admission of evidence are too 
strict.” A discussion followed, in which Mesers. J. F. W. Galbraith, 
P. B. Walmsley, C. H. Kirby, G. D. Elliman, and W. 8. Clayton Greene 
took part. Mr. Spence replied. The motion was carried by one vote. 








It a from an extract from the Times of the 26th of March, 1802, 
that time the Lord Chancellor held levees. It is announced that 
on oe of the Lord Chancellor’s indisposition his levees are 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvupents’ Desatinc Socrery.—March 25.—Chairman, Mr. R. P. 
Croom-Johnson.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That this House approves 
of the sentiments expressed by Mr Rudyard Kipling iu ‘ The Islanders.’ ” 
Mr. Alfred Dods opened io the affirmative; Mr. W. M. Pleadwell opened in 
the negative. The following members also spoke: Messrs. Blake, Edwards, 
Watson, Jolly, Ball, Croom-Johnson, Koppel, and Pollock. Mr. Dods 
replied. The motion was carried by the casting vote of the chairman. 


Bramincuam Law Srupenrs’ Socrery.—March 25.—Mr. F. H. Gardner 
Tyndall in the chair—A debate took place on the following moot 
point: ‘A. executes under seal an agreement to take an hotel 
as yearly tenant to B., and thereby covenants to purchase all 
his beer of B. ‘and his successors in business.’ B. does not 
execute the agreement. A. occupies the hotel and buys beer of 
B. B. sells his business, including the hotel, to C., and ceases to carry 
on business. Notice of the change is given to A., who for a time 
purchases beer of C. Can C. restrain A. from committing a breach of the 
covenant ?’’ The speakers in the affirmative were Messrs. W. H. Ooley, 
A. Graham Matty,S. J. Grey, and T. H. Oleaver; and in the negative 
Messrs. 8. C. Parish,O. R M. Parr, H. W. Lyde, and T. F. Duggan. 
After the openers on either side had replied, the chairman summed up, 
and the question was put to the meeting resulting in a verdict for the 
affirmative by a majority of seven. A hearty vote of thanks to the 
chairman fcr presiding concluded the meeting. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


GENERAL. 


Mr. Justice Jelf has fixed Monday, the 28th of April, as the com- 
mission day for the spring assizes at Leeds, on the North-Eastern Circuit. 


The death is announced of Mr. Robert Romney Kane, LL.D., county 
court judge of Kildare, Carlow, Wicklow, and Wexford. He was called 
to the Irish bar in 1865, and was subsequently appointed professor of 
equity, jurisprudence, and international law at the King’s Inns. In 1892 
he was appointed to the office of county court judge, succeeding the late 
Mr. Larley. 


It is announced that the Officers’ and Clerks’ Committee of the Oorpora- 
tion of the City of London have fixed Monday, the 7th of April, as the 
last day on which applications for the vacant office of town clerk of the 
city can be received. Afterwards they will meet to select five candidates 
for the ultimate choice of one of them by the court. Up tothe present 
about twenty candidates have come forward, including the town clerks of 
Leicester, Plymouth, Croydon, Westminster, Fulham, Kensington, and 
Shoreditch. The salary is fixed at £2,000 a year, and candidates must be 
under fifty years of age. 


In the House of Commons on the 25th ult. Mr. Loder asked the First 
Lord of the Treasury whether the Government proposed to appoint a 
Select Committee to consider the subject of private Bill legislation, having 
regard to the effect the new rules would have on the time set apart for 
private business. Mr. Balfour said: Yes, sir, as I think I stated in 
almost the original speech in which I introduced the rules, it is the opinion 
of the Government that there should be a committee to inquire into 
private Bill procedure, having in view the changes we propose to make in 
the hours at which private business can come on. . 


From the forty-ninth annual report of the Charity Commissioners for 
England and Wales, which has just been issued, it appears that the sums 
produced by sales of real property of charities during the last ten years 
amouvted to £3,751,052 ls. 24d. The total realized in 1901 was 
£311,106 13s 7d., as against £530,898 10s. 1d. in 1900 and £882,914 14s. 6d. 
in 1899. 10,924 orders for authorizing these sales bave been made since the 
establishment of the Charity Commission in 1853, and the aggregate 
amount of the purchase-money obtained from the sales effected under 
such authority was £11,123,509 12s. 6d. The total sum of stocks and 
investments held by the official trustees of charitable funds on the 3ist 
of December, 1901, amounted to £21,616,912 63. 1d, divided into 22,215 
separate accounts. 


A correspondent draws attention to the inconvenience caused by the error 
in the ination of the index to the Law Reports issue of the Statutes for 
1901 ; the references to the pager on which the statutes are to be found being 
wrong and requirivg the number of each page to be reduced by four. ‘‘ The 
mistake,’’ he says, ‘‘ appears to have arisen in this way. ‘The first two 
statutes in the volume are 64 Vict. c.1 and c.2. These occupy four pages, 
which for some unaccountable reason are paged in Roman numerals as if 
they were part of the preliminary ‘‘Table.”” Consequently, the statutes 
of King Edward, which should begin on p 5, are made to begin with p. 1. 
The index, however, has evidently been prepared as if the Statutes of 
Victoria began on p. 1, and tue Statutes of Edward on p.5.’’ The error 
is explained in an ‘‘ erratum ”’ issued with the complete statutes, which 
requerts that ‘‘ the number of the page may be read as four less in every 
case,’ 


The following are the ments made for hearing the Probate and 
Divorce causes during the ensuing Easter sittings: Undefended matri- 
monial causes will be taken on each Monday during the sittings after 
motions, and on Thursday and Friday, the 15th and 16th of May. Special 
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jury causes will be taken on aud after Tuesday, the 15th inst. Probate HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
and defended matrimonial causes for hearing before the court itself will 
be taken after the special juries are finished, and may also be taken in Easter Srrrines, 1902. 
Court II., after the 14th inst., when Admiralty cases are not appointed to eK 5 ey Le 
be heard. Common jury cases will be taken on and after Tuceday, the a, 
6th of May. A Divisional Court will be formed to sit on Tuesday, the 6th 
of May. Motions will be heard in court at 11 o’clock on Monday, the 
14th inst., and on every succeeding Monday during the sittings, and 
summonses before the judge will bo heed at 10 30 on Saturlay, the 12th 
inst., and on each succeeding Saturday during the sittings. 


The Secretary of State for Foreign Affsirs has appointed a departmental 
committee to discuss the compilation of a digest of the leading prize cases 
for the use of colonial prize courts and the instructions to issued to 
naval officers on questions of prize law. The committee, who will be 
ass‘sted in their ‘asinastions by Professor T. E. Holland, K.C., D.OC.L., 
will consist of the following gentlemen: The Earl of Desart, K.O.B., 
; King’s Proctor, chairman ; Sir John Edge, K.C., a member of the Coun 
of India; William E. Davidson, Esq, O.B., K.O., Legal Adviser to the 
Foreign Office; Hugh Bertram Cox, Esq., Legat Assistant, Under- 
Secretary of State, Colonial Office; Captain Frederick O. D. Sturdee, 
C.MG., RN., Assistant Director of Naval Intelligence; and John G, 
Smith, Esq., Registrar of the Admiralty Division of the High Oourt of 
Justice. Mr James ©. Ledlie, barrister, of the Judicial Department of 
his Majesty’s Privy Council,will act as secretary to the committee. 


Mr. F. A. Inderwick, K.0., has been elected Mayor of Winchelsea, and 
will represent the ancient town as one of the barons of the Cinque Ports 
at the Uoronation. It appears from a notification issued by Sir Wollaston 
Knocker, as Registrar of the Cinque Ports, that the learned counsel’s dress 
will be somewhat resplendent. It isto be a scarlet satin doublet with 
gold twist buttons and braidings, scarlet satin sleeves slashed with purple 
satin, purple satin cuffs ornamented with gold twist braidings and rosettes, 
laced frill round the collar of the doublet, surrounded by a full standing 
muslin ruff, trunk hose of purple satin, with scarlet eatin strappings 
bordered with gold twist. Tunic of purple satin and scarlet cilk with 
purple satin robings, suspended from each shoulder. Orimson silk hose, 
with rosettes of the same colour at the knees and on the shoes, which are 
of white kid. Black velvet Spanish hat with one scarlet and two black 
ostrich feathers turned up in front by a gold twist loopand button. Dress 
sword and purple velvet belt. 


A correspondent of the Times, writing on the block in the Court of 
Appeal, says that ‘‘ the remedy appears to be obvious—namely, to do now 
what should have been done in 1876, commit the whole common law 
appellate jurisdiction, which is exercised now by the Court of Appeal and 
the King’s Bench Divisional Courts, to courts reproducing as nearly as may 
be the three ancient courts of common law. It would be absurd to attempt 
here to go into details; but probably the conditions would be best 
satisfied by providing that the Court of Appeal should ordinarily sit 
for the hearing of common law appeals (appeals from inferior courts 
and the other business of the Livisional Courts being included in that 
«xpression) in three divisions, each consisting of a president (in one, of 
course, the Chief Justice), and three, or at least two, King’s Bench 
puisne judges. The composition of these courts should remain un- 
changed for considerable periods, but when the state of business permitted 
it, he members of them, including the chief, would try actions at nisi prius, 
as the chief and puisne judges of the old courts did.’’ He adds that ‘* some 
doubt whether the puisne judges of to-day are equal to the position of 
members of a Courtof Appeal. They are, or ought tobe, taken from the ablest 
and most learned members of the common Jaw bar ; and I know of no reason 
why they should not be fully equal to the position which their predecessors 
successfully filled. That any doubt on the matter exists is due in great 
measure to the bad effect of the present system both on the reputation and 
on the zeal of the judger. Many will add (though it seems ungracious, 
after the recent series of admirable appointments, to mention it) that in 
filling the common law bench conriderations other than the fitness of the 
person for the office are sometimes too much regarded. Of course, no 
system will work well unless good judges are appointed ; but, in any case, 
a good system is better than a bad, and if, as a result of the restoration to 
the puisne judges of more of their ancient position, those who are 
responsible for appointing them are doubly careful to select the fittest 
persons, it will be one more good result of the reform.”’ 
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CIRCUITS OF THE JUDGES. 





SPRING ASSIZES, 1902. NortTHery. N. EAsTery. 
Commission Days. wees. Jelf, J. 





Monday, April 7.. 
Monday, , 14 
Monday, ,, 2%.... 


Tuesday, 45  2Breereersrerseereevens serene . Liv 12 
(Civil and Criminal) 





: Leeds sabuianeset ete 


THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALE3 OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


April 8.--Mesers. Fuanen, Prict, & Furser, at the Mart, at 2:—Pimlico, 8.W.: A 
substantially-built Residence, c pe | situated to Victoria Station. Solicitors, 
Messrs Furber & Dickinson, London,—Earl’s Court, 8.W. : Long Leasehold Residence 
with vacant possession, close to Earl’s Court Station. Solicitors, Messrs. Francis & 

Johnson, London. (See advertisements, March 15, p. 5.) 

April 10,—Messrs, C, C. & T. Moone, at the Mart, at Two:—Fra-hold Residences, Nos. 1 
and 2, Oaklands, Hermon-hill, Snaresbrook. Solicitor, J. Ashbridge, Eq , London. 
(See advertisement, March 22, p. 5). 


Apiil 10.—Mr,. Josera Srowen, at the Mart, at 2:—Nine Elms (close (» the L. & 8 W. 
Railway Goods Depét) : Seven Leasehold Weekly Properties, proc uciog rental of £152 
per annum. Solicitor, L. A. L. North, Esq., London.—Improved G rma 
amountiog to £854 pot om annum, secured on forty-six Residences ia Belsize Par! 
= itead, of the ated rack-rental of £5,500 per annum. Solicitor, ph 

Esq., London. (See advertis2:ments, Maren 22, p- 5.) 

enn =. —Messre. E. & 8, Suirn, at the Mart, at 2:—orner Block of Commercial 
Premis s, Nos. 1 and 2, Mo rgate-street-buildings, Moorgate-street, close to Bank, 
&c.; let at rents producing £1135 per annum. He'd dir:ct from the Cloth workers’ 
Co, Solicitors, Mersrs. life, Henley, & Sweet, London.—-Manor Park: Freehold 
Ground-renta in one to £49 103. perapnom Streatham (near 
Common) : emi detached Residence; let at £65 per annum Hoxton: Weekly 
P ; let at rents ameunting to "£143 per annum. Bermondsey: Small Lease- 
hold Dweiling-house and Shop; let at 15s. per week. Solicitors, Messrs, Boulton, 
Sons, & Sandeman, London.—Islington : Convenient Leasehold House, a few doors 
from Upper-street ; let at £33 per annum. Clerkenwell: Leasehold Dwelling-house 
with Workshop ; let at £52 per annum. Clerkenwell: Three Short Leasehold 
Dw lliog-houses and Shops ; let at rents amounting to £104 7% perannum Holloway: 
Short Leaseho'd Business Premises with Yard and Stabling; let at £42 per annum. 
Bolicit-rs, Messrs. Finch & Turner. London, Muswell Hill: 4 Leaseho'ds a pair 
of Double-fronted Residences, situate and being “ Trewint’’ and “ Redstone,” Cop cette- 
read, near Creighton-avenue; rental values £70 and £60 respec eee. * Rusbacre, 
Colney y Hateh- lane; let at £46 perannum. Solicitors, Messrs G G. L, Matlhews & Co., 
London. (See advertisements, this week, p. 3.) 


RESULT OF SALE. 
Reversions, Lirz Poxicizs, axp SHARES. 
H. EB Foster & Craxrizip held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. byt a, the 


Messrs. 
above Inte ests at the Mart, E.C.,on Thursday last, when the following 
total of sale being £7,170. " sete 
REVERSION 





£ 

Tos am of £4,856; lives 49and54 oo ewes wee ON —700 

To one-fourth of about £20,009 ; lives 78 and 51. - 2,100 
one-fifth of Copyhold Ground - rents at Sunderiand, ‘of 

£1,552 14s. 104 per annum ; life 45 » 1,250 
To | of 73,500 India 3 cent rupees, and 25 5 Shares of 100 

. Mercers Tes Co ; lives 61 and 30 » 250 

LIFE PO CY for £1,000; life 71 os o we 


SHARES in London Parcels Delivery Co ; Australian Mining and Gold 
Co.; Senaar Syndicate ; and other ‘Companies. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gasette.~Fripay, March 28, 
. JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrzp 1x Cuanozry. 


Bunxca.tow Burpinc Co, Linrrzp—Petn for wining up, presented March 25, directed 
to be heard April 9, Keith & Humphries, 43, Chancery In, solors for petner. Notice of 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


8 
Cainsan Mancaness Miszs, Linirep —Creditors are required, on or before J 18, 
their nemes and ac dresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, ty de 
Turketine, a, Colemee st.. Woodcock & Co, a aa. — 4 aw 
Davip ——. Co, Luarzp—Petn for winding be 
aS Pn w ® 1 Borjeste PF fan, Fleet Fleet, wt for Gordon & Co, 
ors x m 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of April oe shercptneematecetened 
Eaton Socon —— Co, Limrrep - Peta for winding up, presented March 8, 
Uk Ft a ht FB - baat ‘Sone die chr ; 
‘8 4 
not Jater than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of — 
Enouish anp SraxisH Propuce “o, Liurrep -Petn for pn up, 
Lenn apron Mie ata Gedge & Co, Bg be hy - ree hg | no hed 
petners otice of appearing must reac’ he 
o'clock in the afternoon of Aprii 8 ae a ae 


Tar a ” Bair Co, Loatep—Creditors are required, on or bef 
send their pames and addresses and the particulars of their debte or Gaim, roe iy 


meat, 9 %, Chepel Me ye itman & Co, Liverpool. sol 

H, W. tee & Co, "Go, Lamreeo x Luguiparion) eteeatoe are vogieel ~ gd 
before April 25, to send their nam the partioulo of thair skes 
Goins. to Gosuge Beowning, 08 is, Coleman oe nae Majo & On 10, Drapers’ gardens, solors 


Pert » Li —Creditors are 
Sansa tinplate or Ss A752 
. Gartside, Manchester, solor for liquidator 


send their names 
aines Blakey, 42; Spring chen 





ieueeay s CowsoLIpATED Minzs, Liurtrzp —Creditors 
Gir pun ond tinea ant he neeiedens o Pee deta or cams, to 
Frederic Offor, 20, Abchureh lane. Va'lance & Oo, solors to iquidator 
Low, dors, & Beprorp, Lourep (1s Liquipatiox)—Creditors are required, on apt = 
April £9, to send their names avd addresses, and the particulars of f their debte or 
to Herbert Watkins, 23, New Broad st 
“peat i a ay a abd Tor petners Notice aa sm 
3 W: ‘o' , olor for ce 
ust reach the above-named mat bees dan 6 te te the afternoon of April 8 —" 
nee & eee ae ane 9 ~~ ¥ or — = 13, to send their 
seepee on addresses, particulars o eir or ms, to Joseph Ashley, 13, 
op st, Coventry Hughes & Masser, mpg eolors to liquidator 
Puce’ & Baveu, Limtrsp—Peta for winding u presented March 27, directed to be 
heard April 9. Piesee & Son, 15, Old Jewry a. eolors for petner Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock on of 
Apri 


a ‘din, LeurrepCnetiiors are required, on or before Apri! 30, to send their names 
and addresses, an the particulars of thir debts or claims, to Walter Barrett, 3, Great 
Winchester st “Burchell & Co. Victoria st, Westminster, solors for liquidator 

Tuorytow Fit» Co, ee . o- are required, on or before Aa to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to erick Cooper, 
12, Bowker’s row, Bolton. Brett & Co, Manchester, solors to liquidator 

Wauireveys’ Acué Cycie Co, Limirep—Credit. ra are req ,on or before May 7, to 
send their names and addresses, and the lars of their debts or claims, to 
BR. Cousins, Park row, Leeds, solor to the liquidator 

Witney Syxpicate, Limitep (tn Ligvipation)- ——— are required, on or before 
Apri! 30, to send their names «end addresses, a jars of their debts or claims, 
to Craig & Co, 41, Moorgate st. Hill & Co, solors to the liquidator 


London Gazette.—Tusspay, April 1. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwrep 1x CHaycery. 


Braprorp anp Suetr Tramway Co, ogee = are required, on or before April 
1%, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Mr. Frederick Hinsley Lee, 8, Market st, Snredttod: Scott & Holmes, Bradford, = 
for the liquid stor 

Granpv Tueatre, Istinctoy, Liurrep—Peta for yiethes up, spevaed 3 Feb 24, & 
wili take place before Byrne, J., on Tues, April 15. be my 28, Southampton st 
solors for petoers. Netice of appearing must reach the sagen not later than 
6 o’clock ia the afternoon of 4pril 14 

Mipp.etons Bepsteap Co, — —Creditors are potent, on or before May 14, to send 

eir names addresses, and particulars of ‘their ebts or claims, to Impey, 37, New- 
hall st. Birmingham 

New Arxsworts Bigacuine Co, Limirep (1x Liquip poy Mire ow a. required, on or 


eve tine 16, to send their names »nd ad. of their ns 
— o Mr John Lewis Merchant, Bank st, Bury, “Watord, Manchester, solor 
Nd 
Pasraons Co, Leurene eit se required, on or tutes April 30, to send their 


names and addresses, and the ms hay their debts or claims, to Gerald Sturt, 7, 
King’s Bench walk. Johuson & Co, King’s Bench walk, oon for liq iF a 

Ronert Youpe’s Biti-Postine Syxpicats, Luoarep (1x Ligv rDariox) — Oreditom are 
required, on or before a 29. to send names, addresses, and the of 


their debts or c aims, to Alfred Cotton » 10, Triaity sq, Tower hill 
Srocxton, teach anp District Hips, Sxix anp Tattow Co, Limirsp — 
Creditors are required, on or before April 8, to send their names names and addresses, add the 


particu'ars of their debts or claims, to George Hardy, Musgrave st, West 
Harrison & Barker, solors for the liquidator : 


County Patating or Lancasren. 
Luarrzep mm CaaNozRy. 
Hamor Locxwoop & Co, Limrrep—Peta for oy up, presented March 25, directed to 
be heard at the Assize Courts, Manchester, on April wae, at 10.80 o’clock, Clayton & 


10, Marsden st, Manchester, solors for ers appearing must reach 
See eed ast ete Gan Cede in te cmon ae 








Waernine To Inrenpine Hovse Purcuassrs anp Lussses.—Before va 
or renting a house, even for a short occupation, it is advisab 
com the Drains and Sani Arrangements independently Tested rhe 


Reported upon. For — apply to The Sanitary Engin Oo, (H. 
Oarter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Established 
27 years. Tel : Sanitation, London. Telephone: 316 West- 


minster.—[Apvr. 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette —Frivay, March 14. 
Ass, Lovisa ae oy rd, Tunbridge Welle April14 Drury v Ash, Buckley, J 
Otovss, Wictiay, ‘Bor adh Exsex, Brickmaker April 15 Clover v Clover, Byrne, J 


Southend 
Crovon, Cages Parr, Southsea, retired Officer in the Bengal Police April 15 Bolitho 


v Crouch, Byrne, J Robinson, Kwng’s terr, Southsea 
Soreee, a Macduff rd, A, Battersea Park rd, Gent April 8 Moore v Sutton, 


Vioxsrs, W: vezam, Oaeien, ‘o Brewer 12 Kirkland v Pratt, Keke 
J Underw x, Cariga, Nottingham, =— , . -_ 


London Gazette,—Fripay, March 21. 
Honrze, Ricnarp, Hilldrop wm Camden rd April 19 Spicer v Kingston, Farwell, J 


m, 4), Fitzroy on et. Fi sq 
wis Jonx, Bush In. on, Solicitor April29 Hertelet y Oatway, Joyce, J 


Oartway, 
Bartrum, 9, Old Jewry chmbrs 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cuarm. 
London Gazette.—Faipax, March 21. 





BenJ amin, gous, Tiageten on Thames, Licensed Victualler April 22 Marsh & Oo, 
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Bow, Samve., Hastings, Builder April 19 Seagar & Co, Cannon st 
Baistow, Any Exiza, Sefton Park, Liverpool April16 Bellringer & Co. Liverpool 
Bunce, Janz, West Kensington Park AprilS Watson &.Co, Hammersmith 
Cianke, Suapraca, Norwood, Station Master May 8 Dean, Clement's ion, Strand 
Cortoy, Ametia Lucy, Balham April19 Tylee & Co, Essex st, Strand 
Crippiz, Joux, Gloucester pl, Portmansq May 20 Hilder, Jermyn st, 8t Jamess 
Crorton, Sir Huon Denis, Mohill Castle, Leitrim April 30 Hasties, Lincoln’s ina flelds 
Cvatey, Epwagp, Garston, Lancs May 1 Husband, Liverpool 
Day, Ruts Miaiam, Everton, Lancs April 19 Lovell & Co, Gray's ian sq 
Dircusrtt, Matitpa Weavank, Clifton, Bristol May 18 Inskip & Co, Bristol 
Durrexin AND Ava, Most Hon Farpenricx Temp.e, — of, Clandeboye, co Down, 
lieland May 2 Collyer-Bristow & Vo, Badford ro 
Eu. oe Admiral Sir Grorcz, KCB, West Kensington Ageiis0 Lucas & Sons, Surrey st, 
Victoria Embankmeat 
Ex.is, Evizasets, Waterhouses, Durham April2i Patrick & Son, Durham 
Essex, Re Curistorugr Cowres, Hawkshead, Lancs April30 Hedges & Davis, 
DB 8g 
Fearuerstoxs, Groncs, Tunbridge Wells, Baker April 39 Sprott & Sons, Mayfield 
Foaness, Rey Joun Monterrn, Rugby, Clerk April24 Wright & Son, Leicester 
Grover, Exiza, Kenilworth April 20 Marshall & Ashwell, Stoke upon Trent 
Gooca, Sir 4Lrrep Sursiock, Benacre Hall, Suffolk Mayi1 Cross & Ca, Halesworth 
Grace, Rosexr, Roby, Lancs, Farmer April20 Banks & Co, Liverpool 
Hoovers, Ev1za, Hoveringham, Notts April 23 Fox & Manning, Nottingham 
Hovess, James, Hoveringham, Notts, Market Gardener April 26 Fox & Manaiog, 
Nottiogham 
Hovucuton, Acygs, Hambleton, Lancs April17 Gaulter, Fleetwood 
Humeneeys. Cuartes Ocravivs, Solicitor, Holborn viaduct April 21 Humphreys & 
Son, Holborn viaduct 
Jones, Jony, Liscard, Chester, Grocer April 21 Wright & Co, Liverpool 
Jones, Witttam Ivor, Swansea, Glam April25 Evans, Aberdare 
Keerrina, James, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Smith Aprilil Dibbn, Wimborne 
Kinper, Mary, Bedford April18 Hill, Crewe 
Lawcey, Tuomas, Walml-y, Warwick, Auctionser April 30 
Birmingnam 
Laytanp, Wivtiam, Wigan, Painter May 12 Johnson, Wigan 
Leconrigtp Right Hon Henry Baron, Chestersfield gdas, Mayfair May1l Milles & Co, 
W hitehal: pl 
Lioyp, Fraxcis, Peignmouth, Devon April19 Champion & Co, Teigamouth 
Lorp, Mary Jang, New Brigaton, Chester April15 Bellriager & Co, Liverpool 
Loyp, Francxs Harriet, Addington, Surrey April30 Travers & Co, Throgmorton av 
Maverty, @zoncr Henry, Maida vale April15 Emmet & Co, Bloomsbury sq 
McEwes, Journ Writiam, Southend on Sea April 21 Parish & Hickson, Laurence 
Pountney hill 
Manceson, Tuomas, Wigan, Ccal Agent April1l Rowbottom & Milligan, Wigan 
Me..opew, Tuomas, JP, Oldham, Cotton Spioner May’ Smith, Oldham 
Noaraxor, James, Bradford, Groangrocer April 21 Farrsr, Halifax 
Parry, Ayve, Liandudno Aprii7 Chamberlain & Johason, Liandadno 
Peviatr, Emus, Streatham May 3l Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 
Pivmpraipce, James, Bouth Croydon, Frait Merchant May 1 Moodie & Sun, 
Basinghall av 
Rowerts, Anne, Llan‘air Dyffrya Clwyd, Denbigh Aug 1 Lloyd & Roberts, Ruthin, 
North Wales 
Rocurort, Tuouas Francis Cospy, Chalet Lilburn Tercitet, Switzerland May 1 Speachly 
& Co, New ion 
Rog, Josian Srippee, Southampton May1 Goater & Blatch, S.uthampton 
Rowsett Ex.ex, Yeovil Mayi Newman & Co, Yeovil 
Royston, Emma, Woodlincoln, Derby April 26 Fox & Manning, Nottingham 
Geveges, Exiza Myra, St James’ ri, Holloway May 10 Claremont & Haynes, Blooms- 
ury &q 
Bay, Henay, Bridgwater, Yeoman Aprili4 Keary & Co, Chippenham, Wilts 
Binonson, Avcusta, Albemarle st April20 Lewis & Lewis, Ely p!, Holborn 
Sismxr, Loursa Ma1iLpA, Epsom May 3 Hunaybun & Sons, Hantingdon 
Biarzn, Jaues, West Hampstead May 2 Jameson, Verulam bldgs, Gray’s inn 
Buy, A.rgep Cuarces Vicron, Plymouth, Draper April26 Gidley & Soa, Plymouth 
Ta a — om, Redland, Bristol April 30 Whittington & Co, Bishopsgate st 
ithout 
Tuomas, Rees, Pyle,Glam, Farmer April12 David, Bridgznd, Glam 
Travers, AMELIA Gores 1A, Liverpool Apr.1 21 Bchier water, Liverpool 
Varcoz, Jouy, 8c D rae aed Apel a0 Carlyon & stepheas, dt Austell, Cornwall 
v maxon, Jous’ Yanpusy™ VeRnox, Southbourne on Sea, Mantes May 31 Hickson & Moir, 
Vernoy, 8aBAu, Southbourne on Sea May 31 Hickson & Moir, New Broad st 
Voor, Wittiam, Cioudesley rd, Islington, Baker April 25 Allward, Gray’s ian 
Wakes, Ricsarp Gastoy, Dalston, Comm: Clerk April 21 Jones, New Broad st 
Warman Vicroria JANE, Richmond rd, Bayswater Aprii2S Hiilearys, Feachurch 
Wisstow, Rey Cuantes pz Buois, Blundellsands, Lancs, Clerk April 21 Lacs & 
Co, Liverpool 
Woovwanv, Harny, John st, Bedford row, Solicitor April 20 Ravenscroft & Co, John 


st, B.dford row 
London Gasette.—Tusspay, March 25. 


Bayiey, Saran, York May 1 Dent & Scruton, York 

Bexa, dauns fxomas, Old Vompton st, Soho, Licensed Victusller April 3) Sweetlaod 
& Greenhill, Feachurch st 

— Jaues Bozrye, Hayward’s Heath, Sussex April 30 Trevor & Co, 


Hadley & Dain, 


hton 
Bratton, i Wekhpool, Accountant April 30 or & Co, Bevts 
Bavtaxsrox, Tuomas, Manchester, Manufacturer y 7 Dixon & Lionel, Man- 
Browne, Groncz Heyey, Brynmawr, Brecon, I’ Bishop, Brynmawr 
Burcurs, Henry, Stauway, Essex, Farmer pate menma a Co, Colenesier 


Cousn, Simon, 8t ke Newington April25 Hate, Theobld’s rd 

Coxneit, MatrHEw, Winstord, Coates, 3 Tobacconist May 20 Cooke, Wiasford 

Covsess, Saran, Dover May3 Mowhl & Mo Dover 

Dateymp.e, axwa Rosa, Cockingt»a, Torquay May 1. Davies & Son, Norwich 
orceater 


Drakiy, Rev benzamin, Worcester April 80 Yonge, 

Bpwoxps, WILLIAM © oswax, Bouraemou.h April2i Hutchiags, Bournemouth 

a -— cuenss Aveustus Busvittz, Hampstead, Tailor May 6 Webb & Co, 
gy 


Faeruas Cuastes Lake, Nottingham April 80 re A & 90, p Bettees row 
Gasertt, Joszru Staumens, Cavendish, Suffolk A isher & Steed, Long Melford 
Gilby, Mania, Sheffield April 30 Clegg & Bons, 








Haxaisoy, Tuomas, West Didsbury, Schoolmaster March 31 Oldham, Stockport 

Hart, Many, Manchester April9¢ Lingard & Gaunt, Manchester 

Henprrson, Grorce, Bodmin, Cornwall April8 Pethybridge, Bodmin 

Hopasox, Joun Lee, Manchester April 2) Scholes, Manchesisr 

Ho.ass, Axve, York pl, Portman sq April 28 Badham & Comins, Salters’ Hall ct 

Hoop or Ava.oy, k gh Righ: Hoa ame Wititam Actanp, Baron, South K-acington 
April 30 Tiiffe & Co, Bedford 


Hoven, Axw Sunovens. Bus Submeaitin May1 James & James, Ely pl 

Gucuss, ALrrep, Manchester April33 Lea, Manchester 

Survagem, Sons Epwanp, Openshaw, Manchester, Bagine Fitter April 42 Lea, 
ester 


Sonmn,,¢ ~~ pee James, Bristol, Hardware Warehouseman May 10 Tarr & Sons, 
Gossage, Spessses Cyait, Fenchurch st May 5 Capel-Oure & Ball, Olement’s ian, 


Manaues, Frevenicx Scott, Kensington May1 Rivington & Son, Foachurch bidgs 
Mana.es, Lucy Manion, Brighton May1 Rivington & Son, Fenchurch bldgs 
N:cot, Witttam, Pimlico May1 Furber & Dickinson, Gray’s inn sq 

Ocpex, Cuances, Rochta'e april3) Lawton, Manchester 

Passer, Jouy, Widnes, Lancs, ’rovender Merchant April 27 Peters, Widoes 
Payne, Jouny, Sh-flield, Licensed Victualler April 12 Wiog, Sheffield 

Peters, Joux, West Bromwich Aprili7 J & L Clark, West Bromwich 

Pairrs, Joux Lewis, Garrow April3) Walters & Co, New sq 

Pickerina, Sanau, Holbeck, Leeds May 15 Jubb, Leeds 

Poo.s, James, Horaehay, Salop April23 Dean, Wellington 

my Gronce, Brighton, Licenssd Victualler April 20 Harker & Son, 


Price, Marcarer Exvten Bayxes, Conway, Carasrvon April 16 Chamberlain & 
Johnson, Liandudnao ; r 


Reapmay, Witiiam, Leighton Buzzard April20 Pettit, Leighton Buzzard 

Ricnarpsoy, Gzonce Bausge, St Anne’s on the Sea May 3 Chapman & Co, Manchester 

Rostsson, Miss Fraxces Hester, Richmond, Surrey May 1 Vandercom & Co, Bush In 

Sxivxerk Wittiam Tuomas, Wi'derspool, Chester, Commercial Traveller June30 Davies 
& Co, Warringt »» 


Siackx, Ataent, Hayfield, Derby, Paper Manufacturer May 1 Parkinson & Co, 


Srarr, Lovisa Apevaiog, Barnes, Surrey April 30 Williams, Gracechurch st 
Tayvon, Exvizavera Savace, Leamington April30 Wright & Co, Leamington 
Wannines, Epuunp, Blackheath April 30 WJ & EH Tremsllen, Southampton bldgs 
Waresmourns, Samvet Witi1am, Devonport May 10 Soell & Holman, Plymouth 
Waricut, Gravett, Kingsland, Waste Paper Dealer April 30 Hale, Theobalds rd 


London Gasette.—Faivay, March 28, 


Avsey, Exvizasera, Clapham Park, Surrey May 16 Pritchard & Co, Little Trinity lane 


Anypenson, Henry, Barton upon Humber, Cattle Dealer April 3) H E & R Mason, 
Barton upon Humber 


Axwo._v, Marrnew, Newton, Chester, Farmer April 25 May & Son, Macclesfield 


Asma, Gann 4mevia Lucy, Bournemouth April 25 Prideaux & Sons, Goldemiths’ 
t 


Aruerron, Emma, Northwich April 30 Trafford & Cook, Northwich 


Bacoy, Epwanv, Birmingham, Bone Batton Manufacturer April 16 Brailey & 
Cuthbertson, Birmingham 


Baxaart, Joanen, Manches er Brickmaker April 30 Todd, Manchester 

Beatow, Maecansr, Eocles, Lancs April 3) Livessy & Ross, Manchester 

Bet, Raven, Leamside, Durbam, Farmer April 26 Mawson, Darham 

Bennett, James Tuomas, Plaistow, Beerhouse keeper April? Fowler, West Ham 
Boorssy, Wit.1am, Scarborough, Cab Proprietor April 30 Watts & Co, 


Bowes, Pusorts.t, Nottingham May 1 Holdsworth & Payne, Old Serjeant’s inn, 
Chancery 

Baies, Gasrrupe, Camden rd, Holloway May 6 Yarde & Loader, Raymond bldgs, 
Gray’s ian 


Cannoit, Rev Bucu, Blackburn May17 Dixon & Linnell, Manchester 
Covsins. Ronert, Camberwell, Surrey, Builder Msy 1 Faithfull & Owen, Victoria st, 
Westminster 


Danoy, Josern Henny, Liverpool, Sanitary Iaspector April 25 Leatherbarr)w, 
Liverpool 


Davis, Many, Plassadwgan, nr Clydach, Glam April 23 Morgan, Swansea 

Depicoat, Joszra, Solihull Lodge, Warwick April27 Stanbury-Eardley, Birmingham 

Dow«iy, Bayan, Reigate, ineer April 80 Olarke, Norfolk 

Dvvixs, Wiis tevin, fou Kemegtes, Decker Agel 35° Moron & Co, Victoria 
ias 

Ever Trouss J0sara Hill st, ag am A Witham & Co, Corre ian on 

Frazer | dary Axx, Whitehaven, in ee 

Fusquas, Feancis Tuomas, Abbey rd, 8; Joha’s Wood 8 real & Sm, 

Fry, Janes, Genres May 1 Holdsworth & Payne, Old Serjesnt’s ion, Chancery In 

Geppxs, Jous, Southport tay 1 Fletcher, Southport 

Granam, Many Brevia, Tottenham Mayl4 Wostner ' Sons, Ludgate hill 

Barraiocs, Francis James, Croydon, Merchant May 3i Carpenter & Son:, Laurence 


Pountaey 
H 88, Huon, Wybuab , Chester, Farmer April 25 Hill, Crewe 
ion, Ponneneee ba naan "“Tenoce Pilar 6 a & a. 
Besnaees, Kars, cleo, Hh april 21 





B , i 2 ae — “dveegeot 

fecnss, Faces, Sr re a” a Sete 

Hutcuinxsox, Bosssr, Li = Lowetion & Co, Ce Liserpool 

Lewis, CHARLzs, ee as nomeney & Lang. , Gloucester 

sannecs, | ghey To Li — on & Marah, Liverpool 
% 6A 2) Mason 

Micxs, a ee Py bldgs 


Morais, Samves. Ch: _ 


Parker, Hanae 


T, Li 
Po.soy, GzoacE Hizeer, Sandown, I of W Mast Rito ie 
Pourss, Sewane, Boas od 

ADLEY, Many, Wi erick Mag ty Mada ete 
Bussx.., Cuaries James Sheld “s Go, Boats 
eum my, Hass Hesuy Fone, sai ay Plone te Oo, 


May’ Holdsworth 
Soi ieee ace dere & Payne, Old 
Srec., Rovear Ne Mercbant May 1 —_— Winchester 


Bruses, Joux, 





400 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


April 5, 1902. 








TATTERBALL, Roperr Bootham, York May10 Plews, 
Tayion, CHAanies, crescent, 


man sq 
CLiFrorRD, Wasr Rotberhithe 


Favupp, Baran Ann, Barnsley May 1 Horsficld, Barnsley 


BANKRUPICY NOTICES 
London Gazetic,—Frivay, March 28. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Baker, Geencs, Hermit 1rd, Canning Town, Grooor 
High Court Pet March 25 Ord March 

Barker, Epwakp, Bowness on Windermere, Westmorland 
Kendal Pet March 25 Ord March 25 


Baven, Epwarp Ricuarp, College hill, o- n st, 
Station r h Court Pet Feb 28 Ord March 24 
Bevcoop, Groncr, Ye>vil, Someract, Innkeeper Yeovil 

March 24 Ord March 2 
Leeds. Jute 


Bevarivce, Gzurce, and ArtiiR Wuitina, 
Manufacturers Leeds Pet March 12 Ord March 2¢ 

Bietny & Berry, Liverpool, Solicitors Liverpos! Pet 
Heb 27 Ord March 17 

Bigusy, mee E& CLauD Yc ron, Liverpool, Solicitor Liver- 

ot Feb 26 Ord March 17 

Burrn, nena Pace, and Marx Biytu Lsyer Maraey, 

Essex, Farmers Oolchester Yet March 21 Oud 


24 
—~\~ Grong Brovantrox, Derby, Tailor Derby 
Pet March 24 Ord March 25 
Carros, Joux Paitir, Monument st, Merchant’s Clerk 
c Court Pet —— = —_ - 
MARBLES, CHARLES Morcan, Newport _— ew 
.Mon Pet March 16 Ord March 2 
Cinave, AxpREw Axnruor, Pershore, Hotei —_ Wer: 
cester Pet March5 Ord March 25 
Cook, Jonn Henny, Grantham, Farnitore Remover Not- 
tingham Pet Ma ch 22 Ord March 22 
QOuiuen, Boserr, 8t Edmund's, Norfolk, Grocer King’s 
Pet —- Ord March 25 


Datsy, E A, Eaton Rosen, Beds, Brewer Bedford Pet 
March 12 Ord March 2 
Day, Eanest Anruvr, Norwich, Ehctegugier Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet Jan 27 Ord Feb 


Eaaves, James Ezna Bosse, Plcham, } aeeamaeemaneed High 
Court Pet march 24 Ord March 

Faiactovon, Joun, Horwich, Draper "bolton Pet March 
24 Oud’ March 


24 
Gasket, Epwanp, Bolton Bolton Pet March 25 Ord 
March 25 


Gopraey, Eowarp Lee, and Hexserr Witiiam Heyey 
Rvusser., Stmehouse, Glos, (General 
G oucester Pet March'24 Ord March 24 
Haut, Mewnry, and Beysawin Ricuarnvs Harr, Wolver- 
Cabiaet Makers Wolverhampton Pet 
Miarch 26 Ord March 25 
HepGestona, Wituiam Eayest, Abies, — Carpenter 
Pet March 24 Ord Mar 


Hirons, Tuomas, Balsali Heath, Baker Rian ham Pet | 
March 24 . 


sch 23 
Hvupson, Taomas, Stockport, pies Merchant Stock- 
port Pet March 11 Ord March 2 
Keevine, Tom, Tunsbury, Somerset, Builder Wells Pet 
—s O.d March 25 
Kensxgpy, Axa -s s ——, ah Physician 
Pet March 2: 
Lartrwoop, a ia mf Su'rey, Company Pro- 
moter h Court Pet Feb7 Ord March 26 


Cov. ntry 


Lancasuine, Sicks Wituens, Stockbridge, Hants South- 
Feb 1. 9:4 March 24 
Lewis, James Evans, Carmarthen, Farmer 


Lianon, 
Carmarthen Pet March 12 “Ord March 25 
Lewis, Mees abergwynfl, a Collier Ab ravon Pet 
: March 24 . March 2 
anv, Joun Epwarp. Outfitter 
faunton Pet March 24 Ord Ma 


Wellington, Samm, 
v4 
Marr, Anruur James, Cefa arcbunee nr ite Denbigh, 
Wrexbam Pet March 24 Ord March 24 
Payne, Evowasp Wattsr Winterbourne, Glos, Quarry 
Owner Bris'ol Pet March 26 Palen! 
PownatL, Marruzew Piuviett, Sankey, nr Wa:rington, 
Farmer Warrington Pet March 28. * Ord March 25 
Purkis, W, Sox, & Co, Forest Gate, Timber Merchants 
Court ‘Pet Feb 25 Ord March 26 
Beyxoivs, Eowaxp Wiit1am, Newton 8t Faiths, Norfolk, 
Feutt Farmer Norwich Pet March 26 O.d March 26 
Rossroox, Oscar James, Harrow, Suffolk, Meroess Maker 
St Kdmunds Pet Merch 26 Ord h 26 





Roy, ALExanper Debden, mom, Farmer Cambrlaige 
Pet March 24 Ord March 2 

Sarr, an, Common, Beamseneeg agh, - Peterborough 

8 J J rslent oa Bak 

HARP, Jouw Jamxs, _ jacs, Baker Boston Pet 
@arch 25 Ord March 

Suira, Isaac Harais, Belstol, Furniture Broker Bristol 
Pet M Ord March 24 

Boutucoir, Eowin Apert, and Luizwettyy Hue 

ABD , Jewellers Bristol Pet 26 


Ord 
Taytog, Percy womens. Chippenham, Cambs, Gricer 
a Urd March 26 


Vax Hee W 
ANT, NRY 
iaidstone Fet Bdarch 23° Ord March’ 26 


Kent, Miller 


Wakefie 
Haverstock hill May 1 


Torssutt, Gzonce, Wandsworth Common, Tailor May6 Grant & So, Strand 
Wavswontn. Mantua, Mossley, Lincs April23 Pownall, Ashton uader Lyne 
Watxen, hee haga n, Sydenham hill, Licensed Victualler 

st, "s 
Waicut, Axxz, Bournemouth April 23 Rawlins & Rawlins, Bournemouth 

London Gazette.—Turspay, April 1. 

Axpensoy, Exizanetn, New Marston, Oxon May 10 Gualpia. Oxford 
CanavTuers, James, South Kensiagton May 31 Stephens & Sons, Somerset st, Port- 
May 15 Winterbotham, Royal ( ourts of Justice 
Covrz, Sanvet, Salford, House Furnisher May1 Grundy & (o. Manchester 
Favcieyenr, Jonaruan Huey, Clapham Park May 14 Hayward, Cannon at 





| 


Merschauts | 


! 





| Burrs, Cuantes Pacs, and 


ld 
Taylor & Taylor, New Howe, Joszrn, 
He'en’s 


April19 Ayers, Carey tincdete ann 





Vantey, JAues, Prestov, Builder Preston Pet March 
26 Ord March 26 

Wareson, Tuomas Saucer, West Bromwich, Staffs, Pork 
Butcher West Bromwich Pet March 22 Ord March 32 

Woop. Bicnarp, Bradtord, Cabinet Maker Bradford 
Pet March 24 Ord March 24 


Waiciey, Josern Horner, Armley, Leeds, Cabiact Maker 
‘Leeds Pet March 26 Ord March 26 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Assorr, W, & Sox, Bideford, Devon, Cabinet Maters 
April 5 at 11.30 Off Rec 4 Hammet st, Taunton 
Avvsor, Heyry ARCHER Watcomaker April 4 at 

11 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Full at, Deby 
Armirace JamEs, Macclesfield. . for Satll Off 

Ree, 23. King Edward st, Maccles: 
ARmsTRoNG, Grorce Scarborough, se Traveller 

aprit 4at11.30 74, Newborough, Scarboro 
Aszarox, Joun Baimacomes, Marazion, Cor! 

Victualler April7at12 Off Rec, Bosca wen st, t, Truro 
Bavea, Bowarp Bictanrp, Cue hill, Cannon “ Stationer 
B a, wae =? vil be Mg A il 8 at 12.80 

EDGoop, GroreE, Yeo’ makeeper Apr a 

Otf Res, Eudiess st, Salisbury 
Bestuam, Harry, Streatham bill, Contractor Apiil 7 at 

1230 24, Kailway app, L ndon Brioge 
Brenciucey, Hexay x Nurmanton, nr Derby 

April 9 at 12 Off Rec, 47, F' by 
Carryy, Ronerr Encar, Reohill, Tailor Dpeil 11 at 11 30 

24, Railway app, London Bridge 
Dex, Henry Joun, 

11.30 24, Railway app, London 
Eactes, James Ezna Roses se 

April 10 at 12 Bankruptey bid 
Fairciovcs. Jonny, Horwi 

19, Exchange st, Bolton 
GuenneRstTER, Wattex Turner, Watfor 

maker April 9 at 12 Off Reo, 96, 


Temple av 
Weat oa hy oe Dealer 


Ironmonger 


Herte, Boot- 
‘emple chmbra, 


Gsove, Joun Henny, 
April8at3 95, Temple chmbrs, 
| Hawvey. Apa Lioy vp, Boscombe April rt at 2, 15 Grand | 
Hotel, Bouraemouth 
Hitt, FREDERICK Bensamis, Hardwicke, oe 3 Farmer | 
Apii:6at430 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 
Hors, The Hon Henry Francis Hope Peruam Uuiyton, | 
— eq April 14 at 23) 
Carey st 
Jones, Hayyan, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Plumber 
at 1115 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Jhester 
a Jou, Norbury Park, Surrey, Civil | 
base April 8 at 12,30 21, Railway app, London | 


Mircasut, Srexces, Br 
Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bk 
Patmern, Wii.iam, Enderby, Leicester, 
April 4 at 12.3) Off Rec, 1, Berridge tt Leicester 
PownAtt, Matruew Pimpcett, Bai , nr Warrington, | 
a April 4 at 10.60 Court Rice, Palmyra eq, 


Reysoups, _ Newquay, Oornwall, Ironmonger 
April 8at12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
Russz., Joux, Owmaman, nr A’ 


April 4 


at 230 g4, 

Wetincuax, Josern Joux, Stow Bedon, Norfolk, Farmer 
Aprit5at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Witiey. Jonn Tuomas, Galifax, lard 

April4.t3 Off Rec. Towohail oun, Ha'ifax 

Woop, . warp, Bradford, Cabinet Maker April 14 at 11 

Off R-c, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Ye.wis, anne, Liverpool, ¢ pater April 9 at 2 
Off Res, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Aspott, Witi1am Heyey, Biietont Devon, CabineS Maker 
Bainstaple Pet Feb 25 Ord March 26 
Ascx, WILLIAM, and ALFRED jo , 1a Merchants 
High Vouct Pet Dec4 Ord March 
Baker, Gzoaur, Canniog Town, Grocer High Court Pet 
March 25 Ord March 25 
Barker, Bown, Bowness on Windermere, Westmorland 
Kendal Pet March 25 “Ord March 25 
Bevcoop, Gzoncs, Eeowtt, Inntesper Yeovil Pes March 
a4 Ord March 2 
Bes, CHARLES on Leicester, Picture Frames Maker 
Leicester Pet march od Ord March 24 
Bexxe11, Henzy Josseg, Bedmiaster Down, Bristol, Nail 
Caster Bristol Pvt Ears 3 Ord March 25 
Mas as Layer Money, 
, Farmers t March 24 Ord 
March 


arch 24 Ord 


BrgytTwaLy, Gzorcze Baoveutoxs, Derby, Tails Derby 
| Pet M March 25 


am, 
Jxgssue Witiiam Faepenice, Brodia Ly 


enham, Set iaties April 7 at | 


Bankruptcy bidgs, 





| 
| 


Gavesoen, Aveustus Witu1am, Ewell, 4, Sommer April 3) Sandilands & Co, Fenchurch ay 


Board. Burnham 
Newington April 39 Crickmay, Great 8 


Lewis, Isapecva, Brighton June2 Morris & Bristow, Bedford ro 
Luoyp, Lreweityy Luerv, Glanwili, Carmarthen May 10 Meredith & Oo, New sq, 


ceewy,. Jnace, Hildrop cres, Camden Town Mayi1 Braby & Macdonald, Arundel s}, 


Peruee, Genny. Cowlsy. Oxford, Farmer May 10 Galpin, Oxford 
| Pueurs, Sackvi__te, Machynlleth. 
| Pisace, Janz, Leamington, Werwick April 


Reep, Joux Henry, Sunderland, Shipowner 
| Bepewick, Samve. Goopwis, Southport April 21 Buck & Co, Southport 
| Wansvast, Joun Hevry, Newton Heath, mr Manchester May 24 Farrar & Co, 


a) 
' Woou.ey, Jony, Leeds, Builder April23 Milling, Leeds 


» Montgomery May 10 Hughes & Hughes, Aberystwyth 
22 Pierce, Liverpool ; 
April 14 Storey, Sunderland 


Buisco, Paiuir, Swansea, Grover Swansea Pet March 8 
Ord March 26 
Confectioner Banbury Pet 


Carey, Evwasp Conyg.y, Burton Pidsea, in Holderness, 
Agricultural + Kingston upon Hull Pet March 
18 Ord March 2 

Cana, F Sasa Bast Patney Wanisworth Pet Jan 20 
Ord March 25 


Ciarks. Gzorce WiLuiam, Outen, ur 4 Baker 
Gt Yarmouth Pet march 22 Ord March 26 

Coox, Joun HEnpy, ont a Furniture Remover 
Nottingham Pet March 22 Ord March 23 

Creep, Tomas Tuorsrox, Three Colt st, Limehouse, 
a Agent sigh Court Pet Feb 6 Ord 


March 2 
Wie ak Evin, Builth Wells, Brecon, Plumber 
et March 20 Ord 26 


nae, 
#o March 
Dosw au, a Hi H, Vommercial Clerk Frome Pe} March 7 
Ora 
Euus, Genay | Agtuvr Joux Euus, Holbora 
circus, Diamoad Merchants Hugh Court Pet March 10 
Ord March 24 
Faracioven, Joux, Borwich, Lancs, Draper Bolton Pet 
March 24 Ord March 24 
Gonaies, Epwaszp, Bolton Bolton Pet March 25 Ord 
25 


Mare’ 

Gervssi!, Anis, Balham, poner Agent Wandsworth 
Pet Feb 24° O d March 

Goprrey, Evwasp Lezz, a Hanon Wituiam Heaney 
RussELL, Stonehouse, Genera! Merchants 
Gloucester Pet March 24 Ord March 2 . 

Gairrirus, Ricuanp Tuomas, Sutton St Michael, Here- 

| . Farmer Hereford Pst March 7 Ord March 2} 


Brows, Euiza, Banbury, 
11 Ord March 





ban gy April 7 at 3 | Haut, Hewny, and Bexyamixn Bicnanps Haut, Wolver- 


Wolverhampton Tet 
March 25 Ord March 26 
Hepeevone, Wittiam Banest, Ashford, emt, Carpentor 
Canterbury Pet March 24 Ord March 2 
Keanepy, Ayaus Ross, Uoveatry, Phpsidan Coventry 


| bampton. Cabinet Makers 


L ay oat | vod ag te Collier Abe Pet 

| Lewis Regs wyofi, Glam, Collier rayon Pe 

March 24 Ord Saeeh 24 

Lozsp, Jonx Epwaxp, Wellin . yaaa Outfitter 
Taunton Pet March 24 Ord March 

Marr, 4eruvur Janes, Cefa Bychan, nt | Deabigh 
Clerk Wrexham Pet March 24 Ord March 24 

| Mircug.t, Srexcen, Brighton, Tutor Brighton Pet 
Jan 8 Ord March 26 

Pais, Wittiam m Puowas, acing, Jeweller Hastings Pet 
Jan 20 Ord March 


Payne, Epwiy nrded Winterbourne, Glos, Quarry 
Owner Bristol Pet March 26 Ord March 26 


ton, Tutor April 10 at 10.80 PowLes.anv, Jous, Bristol, Butcher Bristol Pet March 
Brighton | 22 Ord March 25 
General Carter | Pownatu, Matraszw Pumsor 8 


Genhey, Bs Warrington, 
Farmer Warringtoa Ora March 25 
Reyyo.vs, Eowarp WILLIAM, Howton Bt om: Norfolk, 
fruit Farmer Norwich Pet March 26 Mareh 25 
Rosisses, JETHRO —— ee Licensed 
Victualler Court Pet Febit Ord Marea 25 
Rossnoox, Oscar James Barrow, Suff Garaess pobe 
Bury St Edmuvds ag! March 26 Ord March 2 
Roy, ALEXANDER, te 2x, Farmer Cambridge Pet 
March 24 Ord March 
Suanp, ozorve, Peterboro' ag, ‘een Peterboreugh 
Pet March 24 Ord March 2 
Suarr, Joan James, Sleaford, Ries Baker Boston Pei 
March 25 Od 


—, Tsaac Hanzis, Bristol, Farniture Broker Bristol 
et March 24 Ura March 24 
mb... Jesse, Stourport, Painter Kidderminster Pct 
Feb8 Ord March 21 


Tay_og, Pearcy Hesperr. penha Gane Grocst 

ont Draper Gumbenign Pet arch 26 

Tamme, Wiiiiam Massey, Scarborough *rige Court Pet 
an 24 Ord March 22 


ma. Ex.is, Red Li:n st, Draper High Court Pet Feb 
Vv. “4 gree wt ~ H Kent, Mile 
‘ANT, wey WILLIA! Mieltinahomwen, n r 
Maidstone Pet 
VaRLey, 7 ea, © Preston, Builder Preston Pet March 25 
Ord 
Woopo.er, Bowarp Tuomas, Wimbledon, Builder Kinge- 


w J a A Len 
RIGLEY, Josera Horne 
Leeds Pet 26 "Ord March 26 


ch 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Aviz, Cuanies, Ackerman Brixton, Pett High 
Court Adjud Feb 5, 1896 March 2 24, 190 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RSCREVENE 
ORDER RESCINDED. 


Cuv wh Cussass Areep, Hampstead rd, Manufacturing 
wt neer High Court Rev Ord June 11,1901 





iajed ax Aug 1 13, 1901 1901 Rese & Annul March 24, 1902 
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London Gazette.—Tunspay. April 1. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Bares, Gsorce Hewxny, Leicester, Sites Maker 
Leicester Pet March 


27 Ord March ? 
Bupwortu. Horace, Leicester, Cork Merchant Leicester 
Pet March 27 Ord March 27 


Carpis, Ricnarp, Leeds, Rag Dealer Leeis Pet 
March 27 Ord March 27 


Corpixcitey. Jonn Wiit.ram, Shipley, Leundry Vanman 
Bradford Pet March 27 Ord March 27 


Epwarps, Wit.1am, Wolverhamptov, Boot Manuf-cturer | 


Wolverhampton Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

Euirs, Cuartes James, Reading, Factory Foreman 

Keading Pet March 26 Ord March 26 

we... Ricuarp, Eastb« a, Builder Eastbourne Pet 
March 27 Ord March 2 

Forwiss, WILLiaM Chesterfid, Plumber Chesterfield Pet 
March 26 Ord March 2 

Gneex, CuaRnies, West | rom Butcher West 
Bromwich Pet March27 Ord ‘March 

Haicu, Jonny, Milnsbridge, or duddersfield, Sains Hud- 
dersfield Pet March2s Ord March 26 

Haxpixe, Borert, Maesteg, Glam, Butcher Cardiff Pet 
March 26 Ord March 25 

Hook, James, Ramsgate Canterbury Pet March12 Ord 
Mar 26 

Jonzs, Ricuarp, and Ricuarp Lewis Jones, Roath, Cardiff, 
Jewellers Cardiff Pet March 26 Ord March'26 


| Barxcuiey, Hewry Gearconm, Normanton Derby Pet 


| Carvis, Ricnanp, Leeds, Rag Dealer Leeds Pet March 27 | 


Leacn. Joun, sen, Crawley, Sussex, Chemist Brighton | 


Od M 
as he J, Brighton, Engiae Fitter Brighton Ord 
M 


May, Grorce Henry. DRatem, Yorks, Builder Sheffield 
Pet March 11 Ord March 2 

Pippuck, Ernest, and ALBERT noe anp Barker, Cobridge, 
Btaffs, Jet Manufacturers Hanley Pet March 27 Ord 
March 27 

Rosins, Matrtnew, Gusts on. Debenture Broker Croydon 
Pet Feb 19 Ord Mar 

Rout, Curapert ae North Shields, Grocer New- 
castle on Tyne Pet March 15 Ord March 25 

Wararroyx, Water Epwarp. em Slater’ Stockton | 
on Tees Pet March 26 Ord March 


FIRST MEETINGS 

Awnprxson, Joun Hensy, Middleham, Yorks, Coach Builder 
April Yi at 11.30 Court house, Northallerton 

Baxrow, Atrrep, Yeovil, Grocer April 10 at 12.45 Off 
Rec, Endless st, Salisbury | 

Bencu, Epwix, Birmingham, Baker April 11 at 11 174, | 
Corporation xt, ——_ ~~ 

Bewnett, Henry Joseru, Bedminster Down, Bristol, Nail 
Caster April 9 at 1145 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 
Bristol 

Bieyxinsorr, Ricuarp, Consett, Durham April 9 at 3 
Off Rec, 25, John st. Sunderland 

Brereton, ArTHUR Epwarp, Kirkley. Lowestoft, Smack- 
owner April 9 atl Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich | 

Densum, WiILt1amM @ronGe, Bournbrook, Grocer April 10 | 
at1l 174, Corporation st, Birming! 

Doswet, A iy, Great Elm, Somerset, Commercial Clerk 
April 9 at ll. 80 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

GasxELL, Epwarp, Bolton April Sat3 19, Exchange st, 
Bo 


ton 

Haicu, er. Milnsbridge, nr Huddersfield, Farrier April , 
9atll Off Rec, 19, John William st, ree a | 

Hassetpy, Epwarp Howpa.wt, St Leonard’s on | 
April 15 at 3.15 County Court Offices, 24, Casabridee 
rd, Hastings 

Hiscock, Micnar. Wi.itiam, Trowbridge, Wilts, Black- 
smith April 9 at12 Off Rec, 26, Baldwia st, Bristol 

Jonzs, Bexsamixn, West Bromwich, Staffs, Poultarer 
April 11 at 12 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Lancassine, Hicks Wirners, Stockbridge, Hants April 15 
at 3 Off Rec, 172, High st, Southampton 

Lewis, Jony, Purton, Wilts, Farmer April 10ati1 Off 
Rec. 3%, Regent circus, Swindon 

Mason, Cranes. Newhaven, Outfitter April 8at 11,15 17, 

h st, Lewis 

Pace, HARLes JAmes, Urmston, Lancs, Furniture Dealer 
April 9 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Pow.es.anp. Joun, Bristol, Butcher April 9 at 12.16 Off 
Rec, 26. Baldwin st, Bristol | 

Paice, Joun Henry, Cray, Brecknock, Farmer April 9 at | 
11.30 Castle of Brecon Hotel, Brecon | 

Ro.., Curnupert Parrerson, N Shie'ds, Grocer April 8 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Swrtu, Isaac Hanus, Bristol, Furniture Broker ‘April 9 
at 12: 30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 


Vaxt, Heygy Wriuiam, Hollinebourne, Kent, Miller | Rasmussey, Hans Hewek Ewit Manivs, Ruvorrn 
April 16at4 9, King st, Maidstone Wwnpeg.ick, and ws Rasuusses, 
Wius, Epwix Janes Tempte, Balham April 8 at 11,50 Ni Newcastle on T)ne 


Wenn tee ORNER Arai Leeds, Cabinet Maker quae » A Ausert, and Liswetixyy Hvon 
April’9 at 12.30 Uff Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds Laoxako, Bristol, Jewellers Bristol Pet March 26 
ADJUDICATIONS. | Warsow, Tuomas Sauver, West Donate. Pork Butcher 

Boutter Aurrep FxorGE, and Joserpn Tuomas Vickery, West Brome Pe by Mareb 27 
Erith, Kent, Builder "Rochester Pet March 17 Ord | | Vas, wae Bow sup, Darlington. Dutta. an 


March 26 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
cies}, a 

LOCOMBE, Henry, ve 

High Court | A & ss dja San 18, 1000 hoes & 
Annul March 27, 1 
Ord March 27 ——— ~ — 

Corpinatsy, Jouxn Witiiam, ae. Yorks, Laundry 
Vanman Bridford Pet March Ord March 27 

Ex.is, Cuarves James. Reading. ‘Factory Foreman Reading 
Pet March 26 Ord March 2 

Furniss, Wi111am, Chesterfield, * Glazier Chesterfield Pet 

arch 26 Ord March 23 
Hawn, Jonx, Mi'nsbridg, nt Te Farrier 


ch 
Harpixe, Rovert, Maesteg, Glam, Butcher Cardiff Pet 
March 25 Ord March 25 
Jones, Ricuarp, and ois —, 1s JONES 
‘et 


| on Tees 


Jan 81 Ord March 26 
Bupworta, Horace, Leicester. Cork Merchant Leicester | 
Pet March 27 Ord March 27 





| Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Soxicirors’ JoURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application be made direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 
Annual Subscriptions, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE: 


Cardif Jewellers Cardiff March 28 Ord Sorrcrrors’ JouRNAL, £1 6s. ; by post, £1 8s. 

arc 

Masox, Canis, Newhaven, Clothier Eastbourne Pet | WEEKLY REPORTER, £1 68. ; by post, £1 88. 
March 20 Ord March 27 


Myersox. Estuen, Tonypandy, Glam, Farniture Desler| SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL and WEBKLY 

Pret, Wittian, Bradford, oy ie Bradford Pet REPORTER, £2 12s., post-fi ree. 

Presuce, Renae, ane Atsesr zree pescen. Cobsidge | evs bound at the Office—cloth, 2s. 9d. ; half 
March 27 calf,-5s. 6d. 


MERRYWEATH ERS’ 


COMBINATION OF APPARATUS FOR 


FIRE PROTECTION, 
ELECTRIC LIGHTING, 
and WATER SUPPLY. 


Three purposes provided for at One Minimum Cost. 
Experienced Engineers sent to Survey at Mansions, Estates, and Villages. 


MERRYWEATHERS’ PORTABLE FIRE APPARATUS 











im 
conoow 











FOR INDOOR PROTECTION. 
‘London Brigade’? Hand Fire Pump - £5 5 O 
(With which one person can atiack a fire unaided, and by which Uirce-fourths of 
the fires in London are put out every year.) 
«Chute’’ Fire Escapes, from - - £5 0 0 
Hydrant Systems, from - - - £30 0 0 


Pressure Augmentors for High Buildings where water 
service is at low pressure. 
SPECIAL SPRINKLERS FOR LIFT SHAFTS. 
Write for Pamphlets, post-free. 











MERRY WEATHERS’, 63, Long Acre, W.C.. LONDON. 











HODGSON & CO,, 


AUCTIONEERS OF RARE AND VALUABLE BOOKS AND 
LITERARY PROPERTY OF EVERY DESCRIPTION. 


Libraries and smaller Collections carefully Catalogued and promptly ome for Sale. 


Packing and 
Removal arranged for. 


Monthly Sales of Law Books. 
VALUATIONS MADE FOR PROBATE OR OTHER PURPOSES. 


AUCTION ROOMS, 115, 


CHANCERY LANE,. W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1809. 
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SPECIAL NOTICE 10 CIGARETTE CONNOISSEURS. 


_ MARK 


LG 


Acknowled by the whole Legal Profession to be 
the Finest CIGARETTE ever produced, P 


Pg “LEGAL ” Cigarettes are carefully rolled by hand by | 
@ most 


ced Cigarette makers, The Tobacco is 
eo carefully blended to suit the taste of the best con- 
noisseurs, and are sold in three different kinds :— 


SPECIAL EGYPTIAN rok ih ‘aed 25 ; 3/6for 50 
or 
EGYPTIAN BLEND pre ed 18; 2/9 for 50; 
STRAIGHT CUT VIRGINIA-9d. for 20; 1/9 for 50; 
3/6 for 100. 


One of each of the “ Legal” Cigarettes will be sent post-free on 
receipt of name and address, Apply to— 
L. 


FIELDCOVITCH & CO., 
71 & 72, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Soonatins and Annuities PURCHASED or 


ANS granted thereon. 
Interest on — Be! 





be Capitalized, 
CLAYTON,; Joint 
F. Er CLAYTON. } Secretaries. 


'‘ENERAL REVERSIONARY AND 
3 INVESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED, 
No. 





26 PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 

(Removev rrom 6 WHITEHALL..) 

Estabiished 1836, and further empowered by Special Act of 

Parliament, 14 & 15 Vict. c. 130. 

Share and Debenture Capital i 870. 
Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. 

Reversions made either at annual interest or ter dae deferred 

charges. Policies Purchased. 





THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


Tear =n 18323), 


Interests in Real and Personal 
——— — Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance * Money upon these Securities. 


Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,225. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
80. COLEMAN STREET E.C. 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, wenentaind wnee, E.C. 





CHAIRMAN : 
Sin HENRY WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, 
2, eee Temple, E.C. 


Bakt., 


Prompt and Liberal Advances to Purchase, Build, or 
Im Freehold, Leundedtl, or ¢ or Sopp Property. 

for Loans Beduced to t. 

£10 each ; Tnterest 4} per Cent. 
Depestie socsived st 8, 3}, and 4 per Cont. 


FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 
Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE AND SON 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 








ROBE 
MAKERS. 
BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENTS 


To H.M. THE KING and H.M. THE QUEEN. 
Robe Makers to the Lord Chancellor and Judges. 


COURT 
TAILORS. 


ROBES FOR KING’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
COURT SUITS IN CLOTH AND VBLVET. 
Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
Olerks of the Peace, and Coroners. 


CORPORATION AND UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


83 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





Inebriety and the Abuse of Drugs. 


PLAS~YN-DINAS, 
Dinas Mawddwy, Merionethshire, 
Wales, 


For Gentlemen of the Upper 
Classes only. 
Shooting —19,000 —. Fishing —9 miles Salmon, 
7 miles Trout. 
References — 


Dr. Geo. Savace, 3, Henrietta-street, Cavendish- 
square, London. 
Dr. D. Ferner, 84, Cavendish-square, London, 


For Prospectus, Terms, &c., apply to 
Or. WALKER, J.P., 
Dinas Mawddwy.- 


Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOME. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., ie = 
F. . HOGG, M.B.C. Coe 


Medical nr 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 


i Attendant : re mya SEVESTRE, aA. A. 
M.D. (Camb.). Principal : H. RILEY, Astoe. 
Study of Inebriety. Thirty LR Experience Ex: lioat 
and Medical References. For terms and particulars 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 


THE INEBRIATES ACTS. 1879-99, & PRIVATELY. 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, | 
BUNTINGFORD, HERTS. 
UNDER ENTIRELY NEW MANAGEMENT. 

For the Treatment and Care of Gentlemen suffering from 
Inebriety and Abuse of ealthy employment and | 
: Workshop try farm, gardening, cricket, | 

tennis, billiards, &c. Nine Penal Grounds. Electric ligh 
throughout. Terms 1 Ad 2} Guineas weekly. No Extras. 
Apply to Resipent Mepicat SuPERINTENDENT. 




















rs 











Sint econ BANK, 
South buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. | 
on the minimum monthly balances, 
when not drawn below £100. 
23 t, on Deposits, repayable on Reet. 2 ‘Lo 
STOCKS AND SHARES. 
The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particulars, 
| post-free. FRANCIS Ré. YENSCROFT, Manager. 
Telegraphic Address: ** Bixxseck, Loxpox.” 
BRAND & CO’S 
For INVALI Ds. 
Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 
BEEF TEA, | 
MEAT JUICE, de, | 


2 2. 
Telephone No. 5 Hotsory 
SPECIALTIES 
ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
Of ali Chemists and Grocers. 





LTD., MAYFAIR, W., & MAYFAIE | 
LONDON, 8.W 


' 
| BRAND & CO., 
| WORKS, VAUXHALL, 


THE MOST i. ons 





GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


OCOA 


BREAKFAST-—SUPPER. 





PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 


Popular Drawer Cabinets in Stock in Four Sizes” 
—Octavo, Quarto, Foolscap, or Music, any Number 
of Drawers Fitted with Patent Simultaneous Lock, 

Nest of Four Drawers, as Illustrated. Quarto aize, 16/6, 

Foolscap size, 19/6. 

TIME SAVING OFFICE SUPPLIES. 

Illustrated Catalogues and all information free on application, § 


191-192, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.G.” 





The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900, 
AUTHORITY | 


Kvery requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use, 7 


Suare Certirvicates, Desentures, &c., engraved and: 
printed. Orriciat Sears designed and executed. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &., — 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


NOW READY, SECOND EDITION. PRICE 6s, 
A Practical Handbook to the Companies Acts, 
By Francis J. Guren, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-La' 


PHENIX ASSURANCE CO., Ltd. 





‘PHGNIX FIRE OFFICE, 








ESTABLISHED 1782. 
19, Lombard Street, & 57, Charing Cross, London, 
Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 
INSURANCE OFFICE, 
Founded 1710. : 
LAW COURTS RTS BRANCH: 
40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C.” 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. . 
‘Sum Insured in 1900 Exceeded £450,000. 000. 
M ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 
Baker-street Station. ) 
THE ORIGINAL CORONATION ROBES 
WORN BY GEORGE THE 2 P 
NBW PORTRAIT MUD of 
HIS MAJESTY KING #DWARD THE SEVENTH, 
HER MAJESTY QUEEN ALEXANDRa, 
T.R.H. ry! PRINCE and PRINUVESS OF WaLES. 
REGAL and HISTORICAL COSTUMES. 
ROM = ‘isha OF WILLIaM THE 5 L0SGUREE 
WN TO THE PRESENT 
eiens Tussaud’s Roumanisa xo 
a, ‘yo. —y Special Quartette, Trios, &c. 
; Children under 12, 6d. Upen 10 O tl 





60 GUINEA 


SCHOOL SHIP ‘CONWAY 


LIVERPOO 
FOR onus 
YOUNG GENTLEMEN. | 
toeecome OFFIC CERS | 
“IN MERCHANT STEAMERS. 
FOR PROSPECTUS APPL¥ TO 
THE CAPT., AT. MILLER. AM, 





dou. 





